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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

In July 1975, the Office of Child Development, Dio,W,

awarded a contract to Abt Associates to carry out a study

entitled Evaluation of the Transition of Head Start Children

into Public Schools. This was to be the first national

study of Head Start graduates in the public schools since

the Westinghouse/Ohio study of 1969. Since the goal of the

study was the identification of the contribution of Head

Start to the performance of Head Start children in the first

year of public education after Head Start, the study aesign

called for four data points: the beginning and end of the

Head Start year and the beginning and end of the first year

of public school. It was expected that a Head Start experi-

ence would significantly change a sample of children intt1-

lectually, affectively and motivationally. If such changes

occurred, it was also expected that they would persist into

the public school careers of the Head Starters and be visi-

ble at the end of the first post Head Start year.

The Abt contract also called for the selection of a

representative sample of Head Start centers and children.

The goal was to generalize the findings to the widest possi-

ble audience so that accurate sampling was a highly desira-

ble function. In addition, the goal of the Transition study

included a description of the programs offered in Head

Start, a description of the parents, centers, and center

staff, and a description of parental attitudes toward and

participation in Head Start.

The plan for achieving these goals focused, therefore, on

the development of an extensive and representative sample of

children, centers, and regions involved in the national

populations of Head Start. It also included a full battery

of instruments designed to measure the cross-sectional pic-

ture of centers and parents, and instruments designed to

measure the change in performance of children over tiwe.



The analytic design was constructed to allow for examination

of the change in children and to assess the extent to which

any changes observed over time could be attributed to the

Head Start experiences of the children and the parents.

There was no provision for assessing the character of the

public school experience as a factor in the growth of the

children because this would be an extremely complex and-

expensive task. The plan was to deal with the separation of

Head Start effects from public school effects by statistical

and aggregation te'..thniques rather than by design techniques.

This was a substantial and technically sound approach to

a complex problem. It was not, however, able to be accom-

plished in its entirety for reasons beyond anyone's control.

Problems of cost limitations, unavoidable delays in getting

plans through the myriad steps of review and approval, and a

series of disasterous snow storms throughout much of the

testing times, produced a shift from a longitudinal analysis

of children's growth to a single data point design. The

study was constrained to the administration of the chil-

dren's test battery just once during the late fall to early

winter of the first public school year.

This shift did not have an impact on the cross-sectional

goals of the study, namely to describe the centers, center

staff, parents, and parental attitudes toward ana involve-

ment in the Head Start programs. The swift did not influ-

ence the nature of the sample, of course, so that the

attempt at representativeness of centers could, and did,

result in a technically useful sample of centers.

The sampling of children for inclusion in the study, as

opposed to the sampling of centers was, however, an aspect

of the plan which could not be carried out with the intended

results. The children were chosen from the classrooms in

schools located in the areas of :service by the samplea cen-

ters, but because of the wide dispersal of graduates or

these centers, and necause the full population of graduates

of each center could not be acquired, the children in these

11%
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classrooms are some subset of each center's graduates whose

relations to the center's full population is unknown.

Indeed, in many classrooms, there were no more than five

Head Start children and they represented, at times, more

than one center. In addition, before a datum could be col-

lected, parental permission had to be secured and almost

half the children in the sample pool were lost to the study

because permission was no*. given by the parents. At the

same time, comparison children were not selected on the

basis of any sampling scheme because there were no data

available to generate sampling frames. The investige.tors

were forced to take children as they became avaiable and

there is no claim to representativeness of the childrens'

group as there is to the center sample.

The analyses carried out, along with a full description

of the issues raised above, are reported in detail in thee

Abt report (Royster, E. C., and Larson, J. C. Report

AAI-78-7 A National Survey of Head Start Graduates and Their

Peers.), presented to OCD (now Administration for Children,

Youth and Families) in March, 1978. In general, it was

reported that Head Start graduates, and in particular Black--

Head Starters, performed at a somewhat higher level on a

standardized achievement measure, that public school teach-

ers tended to rate the Head Start children as more active in

social and non-social ways, and that parents of Head Start

children were quite favorably disposed toward Heaa Start anti

showed that disposition by becoming involved with the cen-

ters and the staff.

These findings are extremely useful in expanding the

knowledge base of Head Start but do not by any means exhaust

the issues which might be addressed in examining the data

base developed by the transition study. A continued consia-

eration of the potentials of that base led ACYF to issue an

RFP in late spring of 1978 to carry out a secondary analysis

of the transition data. The focus of the RFP was a series

of issues which ACYF identified as the most useful for pol-

icy considerations. The work of the secondary analysis wa:,

4,U
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defined as an extension of the original analysis so that the

original and the secondary analyses taken together could

represent a relatively thorough utilization of the data

base.

In September, 1978 a contract was awarded Virginia Teth

to do the secondary analysis. The work which was done fol-

lows the issues identified in the RFP as closely as possi-

ble. In some cases, it was not possible to deal with an

issue as identified in the RFP because the data base would

not support the appropriate analysis. In these instances,

the issue was redefined to match the content ()I. the data

base. It should be noted that some overlap among the issues

exist so that in dealing with the questions and issues of

the RP? in the order in which they were presented inevitably

produces some redundancy. At the same time, neither the hFP

not this report makes any pretentious anout an internally

coherant set of issues. The work reported here represents

the consideration given to the issues of interest to ACYF as

an extension of the work done in the original analysis. In

order to acquire a coherant picture of the full transition

study, both the original and the secondary analysis have to

be read in tandem.

It is just because the two studies have to be taken

together that a full description of the data base, sampling

procedures, operational step: and analytic routines of the

original study are not repeater. here. A description of the

variables and the analytic techniques used in the present

study is of course presented, and these are contrasted to

those used in the original study when necessary, although

the original analytic runs were not repeated in the secon-

dary analysis. The revised RFP questions are presentee: in

the order given. The major section of tt-is report is the

presentation of the answers to each question, a technical

discussion of the process of acquiring those answers, and

some conclusions about each'set of answers. Each question

can be read independently of the others, although all should



be read along with the original report in order to yet the

full sense of the Transition data base.

peseaub. Questions

21.1121i2R 1: Head tart curriculum pmpkasis.

Center directors were asked in the Head Start Question-

naire to describe the goals and the activates of their cen-

ters. Although most of the directors agreed on the goals- of

their centers, a considerable variability of activities was

reported. What are the differences in activities which taxe

place in the sampled centers, with what other, properties of

the centers and parents are these activities associated, and

what effects on children might these activity differences

have? In order to examine these issues, the reports of the

center directors were analyzed and three activity emphases

were identified: activities which encouraged academic

growth; activities which ,encouraged social development; and

dramatic/expressive activities. Each center was scored for

the relative emphasis on each of these domains of activi-

ties. Among the questions asked concerning curriculum

emphases of Head Start centers are:

Do the activity emphases at individual
according to the family background of
attending them?

Do the activity emphases vary
4
according

ethnicity?

Do the activity emphases in centers vary according to
the ethnicity of the staff and the ethnic match of
staff and children?

Do activity emphases in centers vary by region or city
size?

centers vary
the children

to the family

110 activity emphases vary by center auspices?,

Do activity emphases in centers vary by the kind of
training available for the staff?

Do activity emphases in centers' vary by the parental
attitudes and expectations which parents exhibit
toward the center or toward children?

Do activity.emphases in centers
involvement in the centers? -

Do activity emphases in centers
outcomes in child performance on
affective/social behaviors?

-

vary with parental

prodhe differential
achievement tests or

r)
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Question 2: Ethnic Composition of families Served 121 Head

2IALt

The original analyses indicated that Head Start centers

varied in regard to the ethnic mix of the families enrolleu.

A number of important issues about the source of such varia-

tion, the continuity (or discontinuity) of ethnic mixing

across Head Start and the public schools in whicn the Head

Start children enrolled, and the consequences of these vari-

ous kinds of ethnic experiences were not considered in tae

original analyses. The purpose of the present analysis is

to provide a more detailed examination of the characteris-

tics of centers with different ethnic mixes an the rela-

tionship between center ethnic mix and the public school

classroom mix. In addition, the present analysis considers

the effects of ethnic mix on child academic and social

development, peer adjustment, and parental attitudes towara

the public schools. The following questions were examined

in the ana:,yses of ethnic composition:

Wnat are the racial/ethnic mixes of the public school
classes into which the Head Start chinren enter?

Are there systematic differences in child outcome mea-
sures between the children from centers with different
racial/ethnic mixes?

When Head Start children enter elementary school
classes with racial/ethnic composition different from
the Head Start center do they experience any problems
of peer adjustment as measured by the Schaefer dostil-
ity/Tolerance and the Bellar Aggression rating scales?

Are there differences in parental attitudes toward
school, or educational aspirations or expectations,
which are associated with ethnic composition of cen-
ters?

_.Quotpn 3: Ethnic Compostion of Staff ParticiPatinq in Heud

Itas1.

The original analysis of the distribution of staff eth-

nicity within staff positions indicated an almost equal

representation of Black and White staff (47.3% and 44.0.

repectively), and the ethnic compositions were generally

equal at all staff levels. However, the degree to which

es
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there is ethnic representation across staff levels within

centers was not addressed. It is therefore the task of ais

secondary evaluation to examine the data relevant to the

issue of ethnic representation within centers at all levels

of staffing. Specific questions addressed in this analysis

included:

To what extent are staff with different ethnic back -
grounds represented at the staff level within indivi-
dual centers?

For those centers which have a racial/ethnic mix at
the staff level, are there systematic patterns of eth-
nic staffing or do different ethnic staff tend to be
distributed across all levels (e.g., supervisor,
teacher, aide)?

Are there systematic patterns of ethnic staffing
across types of sponsorship?

Does the staff composition generally match the ethnic
composition of the Head Start children for individual
centers? ')o those centers without a match tend to he
located in any particular region or in any community
type?

Question 4: Head Stall Center Auspices.

The Head Start programs sampled in the transition study

were sponsored by Community Action Agencies, Nonprofit Agen-

cies, Public Schools, Colleges, Religious Organizations and

Others. IL this project the relations of auspices with cen-

ter programs, parent attitudes and behaviors, and child out-

comes are considered by examining the following questions:

Are center auspices distributed equally in all regions
of the country?

Ara there major differences In the family background
of the participants across different program sponsor-
ships?

Are there variations in program activities in centers
under different sponsorships?

Are there differences in staffing patterns across dif-
ferent types of sponsorship?

Are there differences in staff and parent training
across different types of auspices?

Are there differences in parental attitudes toward
schools across different types of sponsorship?

Are there differences in parental educational aspira-
tions and expectations for their children across dif-
ferent types of sponsorship?

0
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Do teacher's perceptions of Head Start children differ
under different types of sponsorship?

Is arent involvement different in Head Starts under
different sponsorships?

22121122 5: parent, Involvement in Head Start

One of the major components of all Head Start programs is

parent involvement. This project focused on four measures

of parent involvement: (1) parent involvement at the Head

Start Center, (2) parent involvement with the. child's

teacher, (3) parent involvement with other parents, and (4)

parent involvement with the child in the home. These mea-

sures have been examined in relation to severe characteris-

&tics of Head Start families and Head Start Centers. Several

questions addressed in this study relative to parent

involvement included:

Do the patterns of parent
to family background?

What is the relationship
quency of parent involvem
ents attitudes toward sch

Do the patterns of parent
to region or community typ

Does the type and frequenc
under different program sp

Does the type and/or freq
in Head Start and in publi
the centers racial /ethnic

Is the type and/or dura
related to child outcome a
which outcomes?

Is the type and/or dura
related to the learning
materials found in the H
If so, does the relatio
family backgrounds?

Are the home learning mat
outcome measures? Does
ground?

involvement vary according

between the type and tre-
ent iu Head Start and par-
ool?

involvement vary according
e?

y of parent involvement vary
onsorsnip?

uency of
c school
mix?

tion of
easures?

parent involvement
differ according to

parent involvement
If so, how and for

tion of parent involvement
environment and learning

ead Start children's homes?
nship change with different

erials related to the child
this vary with family nacK-

Question 6: Preschool Experience of Non-Head Start Children

In the original analyses, almost half of the non -Head

Start children had experienced some kind of out -Qt -hose

preschool. In addition, many Head Start children had some

kind of preschool experience before enteriny Head Start.
tJ 0-
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The present analysis identified 1034 Head Start children in

Head Start. Also identified were 555 children who did not

public schools. The present study examined these four

sone other experiences, and non-Head Start children with and

go to Head Start (i.e., the comparison children). Of these

the data base, of whom 121 had some preschool in addition to

211 attended some kind of preschool before entering the

groups of children (Head Start children with and without

without some kind of preschool experience) on a number of

dimensions. These questions include:

What type of program did the non-Head Start children
attend? What type of program did the Head Start chil-
dren with other preschool experience attend?

How long did the children in this sample attend their
respective preschools?

What differences are there in family background bet-
ween Head Start, non-Read Start, Head Start plus other
preschool experiences, and no preschool groups?

Are the children in these preschool categories equally
distributed across regions?

Are there differences in the type of play materials in
the homes of the Head Start, non-Head Start with and
without preschool and non-preschool groups?

Are there differences in the amount of verbal interac-
tion between parents and children in Head Start and
non-Head Start families? Is there a difference in the
pattern of TV watching?

Are there differences in parental expect 1-d-lohs among
the families of Head Start and non-Head Start chil-
dren?

How do the public school teachers perceive the Heua
Start children compared to the non-Head Start chil-
dren? Are these differences related to ramify bacx-
ground?

Question 7: Performance of Head Start Children in Public

School

The initial analysis of the tranSitien data snow -a that

some effects on academic and social development associated

with Head Start attendance could be discerned. The present

analyses continued examining some of these issues to deter-

mine if Head Start effects are e...tributed equally across

regions of the country, are associated with the kinds of

activity emphases that were offered in different Head Start

centers, are associated with family background factors, or
0



are associated with patterns of parent involvement in the

Head Start centers. Specific questions examined were:

Are Head Start effects distributed equally across
regions of the country?

Are the outcomes of Head Start associated with the
kind of activity emphases that were offered in the
different centers?

Are Head Start effects associated with family back-
ground factors?

Are Head Start effects associated with patterns of
parent involvement in the Head Start center?

Question. 8: Teacher perceptions 21 Head Start Children

The.original analysis of public school teachers' rating

of children in their classrooms showed that Head Start chil-

dren were generally rated higher on zottle social motivational

factors than other children. The interpretation of these

findings is difficult until the meanings underlying these

ratings are determined. The purpose of the present analysis

is to extend the examination of teacher ratings to clarify

their meanings, to establish a set of scales that would

reliably reflect these meanings, and to determine the rela-

tionship between teacher ratings of Head Start children and

family background characteristics of the children as well as

their academic performance. To accomplish this the follow-

ing questions were examined:

Do public school teachers' perceptions of Head Start
children vary according to family background of the
children

Is there a relationship betw en teacher perceptions of
children and their social a a academic performance in
kindergarten?

Question 9: A Model 21 Interrelationshils Alma Predictors

21 ckilg Outcomes.

In the original study, a series of outcome measures went

analyzed as dependent on such family background factors as

mother's education, family income, and home stimulation var-

iables. In additions selected measures of parental atti-



tudes and parent involvement were usea as preiictors. In

the secondary analysis, these factors along wi4A measures of

Head Statt activities are ent-bei into a de ^f interrela-

tionships to find the most effective set of causal paths to

child outcomes. These analyses attempted to answer the fol-

lowing question:

Is there a predominant set of interrelationships among
SES factors, parent attitudes, home stimulation mea-
sures, parent

heightened
measures, and the Head Start

progtam activities which leads to levels of
child outcomes?

Question 10: Characteristics of High Income Head Start

Families

In the original study it was found that the national sam-

ple contained a larger portion of higher income families

than was expected. The focus of thi.4. analysis is to des-

cribe their characterisitcs and determine the curcumstances

under which these families are participating in head Start

programs. Income for this study is viewed in three ways:

household income, eligibility (based on DHEW guiaelines) and

per capita income. The following questions were addressed:

Are high income Head Start families located in any
particular region or community type?

Under what type of program sponsorship are the centers
attended by these higher income families?

What are the background and demographic cnaracteris-
tics of these families?

What patterns of parent involvement are found among
the higher income families?

What are the parental attitudes toward school? what
are parents educational expectations for their chil-
dren?

Question 11: Parent Characteristics Associated with Parent

Involvement

Question 5 of the EFP, which focused on aspects of tami-

lies and centers which were related to parent involvement,

provided an opportunity to contrast two aifferent notions



about the sources of motivation for involvement. On the one

hand, parental economic and educational status was consid-

ered a source of involvement on the assumption that the

values which di-tinguished between parents of different

socio-economic statuses would predict motivation to become

involved. On the other hand, the assumption was made that

all parents were motivated to become involved, but those who

had fewer resources in time and energy would tend to be less

involved. Resources in tiLe and energy were estimated in

terms of the number of adults in the family who worked and

who therefore had limited time to become involved. It also

was estimated by the number of adults in the family on the

grounds that the more adults present, the greater the

resources for in-household child care so that at least one

parent could be able to leave the house to attend Head Start

activities.

The findings of Question 5 indicated that the measures of

in-home resources did not predict involvement, but that the

indicators of SES did. in order to examine these SES con-

tributors in greater depth, the present study considers the

complex of parental attitudes, home factors and SES as

interrelated paths toward involvement in the Head Start pro-

grams and centers.

Is there a predominant set of interrelationships among
SES and attitudinal factors which leads to heightened
levels of involvement?

Question 12: Length of Enrollment as a Factor in Chile

Outcomes

The analysis of effects of activity variables describing

Head Start center programs has been reported in Question 1.

In this section, questions related to the role of length of

enrollment in preschool and the length of enrollment in Head

Starts with particular activity emphases are addressed.

Does the pattern of time in preschool vary across
regions?



Does the length of enrollment in Head Start contribute
to the performance of children in academic or affec-

tive measures?

Does the length of enrollment in Head Start programs
with particular activity emphases. contribute to tne

performance of children on academic or affective mea-
sures?



Chapter 2

SAMPLING PROCEDURES

$amoling Algorithm

The sampling algorithm used in the original transition

study is described in great detail in the original Apt

report. For reference purposes, the following summary taken

directly from the original report (p. 3-5 and 3-6) provides

a brief description of the sampling stages used:

1. A list of all Head Start delegate agencies was
compiled.

2. The delegate agencies were grouped so that all of
the delegate agencies that fall within a given
site (say a city). were grouped together. Thus,

ifor example, all of the delegate agencies in Los
Angeles were grouped to fora one sampling unit.

3. Sites were stratified by urban, small town and
rural and by geographic region (Northeast, South,
Southwest, and West).

4. Within each stratum delegate agencies were sampled
in proportion to the number of Head Start students
enrolled. Approximately 300 sites were selected
to conduct a survey to obtain revised child counts
along with ethnic and linguistic data. Three hun-
dred sites provideda sufficient pool from wnich
to draw the study sites required tor the transi-
tion study.

5. Based upon this new survey a sample of 43 (last
minute attrition of two urban sites reduced the
initial goal of 45 sites to 43) primary and alter-
nate sites were selected for the transition study.

6. Within each site a list was compiled of all of the
schools that Head Start graduates attend.

7. A sample of schools within each site was selected
so that an adequate number of Head Start children
would be available for testing. The sample size
was made large enough at this stage to allow for
the expected level of attrition both of entire
schools and of students vitnin schools (because of
lack of cooperation, for example).

8. Contact was made with SEA's and LEA's to obtain
permission to proceed.

9. All of the Head Start children within the sampled
schools were rostered. A letter containing infor-
mation about the study and a parent permission
fora were sent to Head Start parents.

10. Within the rostered classrooms, a similar letter
asking for permission to take part in the study
was sent via the non-Head Start children to their
parents.

11. Schools which. refuse to cooperate and those for
which sufficient parent permission letters were
not received were eliminated from the sample.

14 -
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12. Within schools classrooms were eliminated if a

sufficient number of parent permission letters
were not received.

13. The final selection of schools and classrooms
within schools was made based upon the availabil-
ity of Head Start and non-Head Start graduates in
each classroom.

14. A final selection of 32 sites was made from the 43
originally selected.

15. A sample of Head Start graduates was chosen from
selected classrooms.

16. A comparison group was sampled from the same
classrooms.

Classification 21 Head Start and csaparison Children

The operational definition of a Head Start child in the

original Abt study was an English-speaking child who had

attended a full year program of Head Start. The comparison

group consisted of some children who were eligible for the

Head Start program but who did not attend (or attenaed for

only a brief period) and other children who were not eligi-

ble for the Head Start program. For analytic purposes, the

comparison groups should be equivalent to the Head Start

sample in background variables and in school experiences.

In order to produce nearly equivalent groups, a number of

steps were undertaken. The comparison groups were chosen

from the same sites as the Heea Start groups. School year

experiences were partially equated by selecting the compari-

son groups from the same classrooms as Head Start groups.

Information such as sex and ethnic group were recorded to

allow for the adjustment of non-treatment relatea differ-

ences. Since most classrooms had fewer than five Ueaa Start

graduates, it was possible to select a comparison group of

non-Head Start children, though the quality of this compari-

son group differed from classroom to classroom.

For the purposes of c.Lassifying children into preschool

categories, Abt focused their attention on two questions in

the parent questionaire. These two questions were "Before

kindergarten, was your child enrolled in preschool?" (Ques-

tion 8), and if yes to this question then "What king of

preschool?" (Question 8A) . If a parent responded "No" to

- 15 -



the first question the child was classified in the "No

Preschool" groups If the answer to the first question was

"Yes" then the second question was examined. A response of

"Head Start" entered the child in the "Head Start" group,

while a response of "Nursery School", "Day Care", "Play

Group", or "Kindergarten" entered the child in the "Non-Head

Start Preschool" group. The original transition preschool

variable had the following breakdowns: 355 No preschool

children, 313 Non-Head Start Preschool children, and b56

Head Start children.

This system of categorization is somewhat over simplified

and thus resulted in some misclassifications of children

into preschool categories. A new classification system was

developed based on the following issues:

1. Head Start children may also have had preschool

experiences prior to Head Start. In fact there were 113

children who had such additional preschool experiences.

These children were classified as a fourth group, "Head

Start Plus Other Preschool." The parents of 106 of these

children indicated that the children had previous-to-Head

Start preschool experiences (Q8A) and 7 parents did not

answer Q8 but did indicate in Q8A that their children had

both Head Start and other preschool experience. This is at

variance with Ant's decision to categorize all children as

non-Head Start whose parents indicated on Q8A that they had

been enrolled in some other kind of preschool. Thus, 113

children were transferred from Ant's original Non-Head Start

Preschool category into a new category Head Start Plus Other

Preschool category. The 313 children which Abt categorized

as Non-Head Start Preschool is in fact composed of only 2U7

such children. In addition, 12 children were identified by

their parents as having attended preschool other than Head

Start (Q8A). The actual total for Non-Head Start Preschool

is therefore 219.

2. The total number of children who attended Head Start

Only was originally reported by Abt to be 656. However, 44

- 16 -



children whose parents did not respond to Q8 (the criterion

used by Abt to categorize Head Start Only children) were

described by their parents in Q8A as having attended Head

Start Only. We have other data to verity that these chil-

dren did attend Head Start and have, therefore, included

then in the total number of Head Start Only category which

now numbers 700 children.

'3. By merging the Merged Analytic File (kid data) with

Head Start Center Questionnaire (HSCQ) data and with LINOS

data' pertaining to Head Start Center enrollments, additional

students were identified as having participated in Head

Start. It is assumed that kids with Head Start Center data

participated in Head Start. Without this merge of the three

data files at kid level, Abt, Associates could not identity

these additional Head Start children.

In the first step ofOthe merge, kid data with HSCQ, an

additional 165 kids were identified as Head Start children.

Five of these children were classified as Head Start Plus

Other Preschobl L.ince their parents had indicated that they

had attended a non-Head Start preschool, while the remaining

160 children were grouped into the Head Start Only category.

Of these 160 Head Start children 1S4 had no information on

Q8 or Q8A, and six parents Indicated that their children had

no preschool experience. This resulted in the following

frequencies:

Unable to Classify 447

No Preschool 346

Other Preschool 214

Head Start Only 860

Head Start Plus Other 118

In the second step of the merge, 56 additional Head Start

children were identified. Fifty-three of these were reclas-

sified as Head Start Only; three of these as Head Start Plus

Other Preschool. The combination of all of these data mani-

pulations increased the number of children categorized as

Head Start Only considerably, reduced the number of children



classified as Other Preschoolers and kept the number of

children in the No Preschool group essentially the same.

The final preschool breakdowns of this classification system

were:

Unable to Classify 396

No Preschool 344

Other Preschool 211

Head Start Only 913

Head Start Pius Other 121

418, - 3:t.; L



Chapter 3-

VARIABLE LIST

The variables-in the several research categories are pre-

sented in this. chapter. The psychometric properties of

these variables are included in the Appendix. This

includes the distributional properties of all variables with

particular emphasis on those which were either not used in

the original analysis or were modified in some form from

that which was used in the original.,

The major variables which were constructed as part of the

secondary analysis, and which were not used in the original

include:

A. Activity Emphases of Centers. Judgements of the cen-

ter directors were submitted to the factor analytic proce-

dure. A factor structure emerged which was then used to

describe each center.

B. Wide Range Achievement Test Factor Structure. The

subtests of this achievement test were submitted to the fac-

tor analytic procedure and eight relatively interpretable

factors emerged. Three of these related tei" the use of

words, sentences, and letters; four had to do with numberk,

counting, and problem solving; and one factor included a

spatial/motor task (digit symbol).

C. Affective Outcome Measures. The Beller rating scares

and the Schaefer rating scales which public school teachers

used to rate all the sample children were combinea aliC

entered into the factor analytic procedure. Two strong fac-

tors emerged. These were labeled the "All American" child

scale, and the "Assertiveness" scale. Each child was scoreu

on each of these scales.

The factor structures for each of the above measures are

reported in the Appendix and at the end of each appropriate

question in this report. The remaining measures, all taken

0',
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from the original data base, are essentially the same as

those used by the original investigators. Distributional

data on these variables are also-presented in the Appendix.

These data al'e the same as those ,reported in the original

study and are being repeated 'here for the sake ox conveni-

ence for the reader.

A full list of all variables used in the study follows:.

Reoiop

BLOCKING VARIABLES

1. Regional Area (AREA) :
1 Northeast
2 Southeast
3 Southwest
4 west

2. Community Type (SIZECITY):
1 Farm or Open Country
2 Small City 2500-25,000
3 Medium Sized City 25,000-100,000
4 Large City 1000,000 or more

Head Slut Centek Characteristics

HEAD START OUTCORE/CHILD OUTCOME PREDICTORS

1. Head Start Activity Emphases (factor stores):
a. Academic Knowledge F.nd Skills (ACTFACT1)
b. Social Knowledge and Skills AACTFACT2)
c. Dramatic/Expressive Play (ACTFACT3)

HEAD START PREDICTORS

1. Auspices:
1 Public School
2 Private or Parochial School
3 Institute of higher Learaing
4 Religious Related Organization
5 Private non-profit group (other than a

private school)
(6) Local Community Action Agency
(7) Other

2. Ethnicity in Percent: (1) 90% or more Black,
90% or more White, (3) 90% or more Other,

4 70-89% Black, (5) 70-89% White, (6) 70-89%
t er, CT) 69% or less Black majority, (8) 69%
or less White majority, (9) 69% or less Otter
majority, and no major race. '

a. All Staff (STAFFETH)
b. Supervisors (SUPETH)
c. Teachers (TCHETH)
d. Aides (AIDETH)
e. Enrollment (CENTETH)

3. Head Start Training: (1) In- service training
by supervisors, 421-In-service training by
consultants, (3) University sponsored eight-
week training sessions, (4) University spon-
sored one-week training sessions, (5) Lectures
by specialists, discussion groups, and (6) After
hours classes at a school or college.

a. For Teachers
b. For Parentq

.., 0
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Lau Chvacteristics
ADJUSTING VARIABLES

materi-
als plus number of children's books in tome.

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

;Bother's Education (WAED): Years child's moth-
er attended school.

Per Capita Income (PCI or PERCAP): (1) $1 to
$600-
$999 (3) $1000.to $1499, (4) $1500 to $2099,
(5) $2100 to $2999, (6) $3000 or more.

Home Stimulation (HOmESTM2) Number of learning

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

1. Parental Attitudes: HESS Attitude Scale (factor
scores).

School Negativism (HESSFS1t
Value of Education (HESSFS2)
Education as Upward Mobility (HESSFS3)
Social Traditionalism for Children 1HESSFS4)
Positive Perception of Teachers (HESSFSS)

2. Parental Perception of Locus of Control:
(1) internal and (2) External.

a. General (LOCUS)
b. Specific (Related to School) (HESSLOC)

3. Parental Involvement
a. At Center: (0) Never, (1) Less than 4

times'a year, ( 2) 4 times a year, (3)
Once a month, (4) Twice a month, 5)
Once a week.

b. With Parents: (0) Did not meet, (1) 4
times a year or less, (2) Once every
1 or 2 months, (3) Twice a month, ana
(4) Once a week.

c. With Teachers: Frequency o
(0) Never talked to-,(5) Fiv

d. With Child at Home (0) Ne
(1) Once a month, (2) 2 or
month, (3) Several times a
Every day.

4. Parental Expectations
a. Perceived Ability o

than average, (2) EA

average.
b. Perceived Performan

(2) Average, (3) Go
c. Perceived Aspiratio

high school, (3 At
(1) Finish 8th

or ,a 2 year col ege
let a 4 year coil
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Chill gbarlCteriptics

BLOCKING VARIABLE

1. EthnicitBlackY:

2 White
3 Other

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

1. Type of Preschool Experience:
1 No preschool
2 Other preschool
3 Head Start only
4 Head Start plus other experience

2. Length of Enrollment: Months in preschool.

OUTCOME VARIABLES

1. NEAT Reading (factor scores):
a. Spell and Read Words
b. Name Letters
c. Copy Marks
d. Letter Recognition

2- WRAT Math (factor scores):
a. Written Math
b. Oral Math I (Eas
c. Oral Math II (Difficult)
d. Counting Dots

3. Social/Affective (factor scores):
a. All American
b. Assertive
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Chapter 4

RESEARCH FINDINGS

The major purpose of this project is to consider the sev-

eral broad policy relevant issues which have been,raised by

AM as a result of the original transition study. These

issues, and some of the speCific questions with which they

are associated were provided in the Scope of Work for this

project. In this section of the report, each of the issues

identified in the Scope of Work are considered in turn and

the findings related to each of the questions within each

issue are presented in a standard format. The general issue

is first presented in a way which reflects the ACYF tormuIa-

tion. The findings for each question are thn presented in

summary form. Following this presentation of finaings is a

technical discussion section which deals with the data and,

analytic issues involved in developing the findings. heaa-,

ers interested in exploring the basis for any particular

fiuding should be able to do so from the information pre-

sented in this section.

Following the technical distussion section is a conclu-

sions section in wjlich the interpretative judgments o4- tne

authc,_s of this report are, where appropriate, presented.

Following the conclusion are the tables summarizing the

appropriate data for the questions. associated with the gen-

eral policy issue under discussion. The next broad policy

issue is then stated with the findings, technical aiscus-

sion, conclusions, and tables following in that oraer.
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Question. 1: Head Stall Curriculum Emphasis

Center directors were asked in the Head Start Center

Questionnaire to describe theactivities of their centers.

Although most of the directors agreed on the goals of their

centers, a good- deal of variability of activities was

reported. What are the differences in activities which take

place in the sampled centers, with what other characteris-

tics of the centers and parents are these activities associ-

ated, and what effects on children might these activity dif-

ferences have? In order to examine these issues, the

reports of the center directors were analyzed and three

activity emphases were identified: activities which encour-

aged academic growth; activities which encouraged social

development; and dramatic/expressive play activities. Each

center was scored for the relative emphasis placed on each

of the domains of activities.

Do the activity emphases at individual centers vary

according to the family background of the children

attending them?

There appears to be no relationship between family income

or motherss education and the kind of activity which is

emphasized in the Head Start in which the child is enrolled.

Do the activity emphases vary according to the family 1

ethnicity?

1

Yes. Centers which have a predominantly Black enro:_imeht

(70% or more Black) emphasize academic activities much more

than centers which have a predominance of White children.

On the other hand, centers with predominantly Black children



do not emphasize dramatic/expressive play activities as much

as other centers. Predominantly Black and predominantly

White centers emphasize social development activities

equally.

Do the activity emphases in centers vary according to

the ethnicity of the staff and the ethnic match of

staff and children?

Yes. Centers in which 70 percent or more of the children

and of the staff are Black sti.ongly emphasize academic

activities, whereas centers in which 90 percent or more of

the children and the staff are White report the least empha-

sis in these activities. On the other hand, Black centers

(70 percent or more of both children and staff are black)

show the least emphasis on dramatic/expressive play activi-

ties. Those centers in which no race is predominant among

the children enrolled in the center or the staff tend to

emphasize social knowledge and skills activities.

Do activity emphases in centers vary by region or city I

size? 1

Centers in the Southeastern and Southwestern regions show

the strongest emphasis in academic activities; centers in

the Northeastern and Western regions showing the least'

emphasis on thls F.x.tivity. Southeastern centers reported

slightly higher emphasis on social activities. Finally,

Northeastern and Western centers are described as strong in

dramatic/expressive play, whereas southeastern centers gen-

erally are in the lowest two quartiles with respect to this

activity.

)
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In terms of city size, rural and farm based centers are

the only groups which report a single consistent emphasis.

These centers emphasize dramatic/expressive play, and exhi-

bit relatively little toward academic emphases.

Do activity emphases vary by center auspices? 1

To a small extent. Centers sponsored by Community Action

Agencies are equally divided into groups which strongly

emphasize academic activities, social activities, and dra-

matic/expressive play. Among the centers which are spon-

sored by local public schools, half strongly emphasize

social activities while the remainder do not emphasize these

activities. Centers sponsored by nonprofit groups tend to

emphasize dramatic/expressive play activities while not

emphasizing social activities.

Do activity emphases in centers vary by the kind of Ii

training available for the staff?

\
I

I

Centers which concentrated their training activities in

university-sponsored training sessions were those which

reported strong emphasis in dramatic/expressive play activi-

ties. No other relationships between the kind of training

available and activities in the center are observable.

Do activity emphases in centers vary by the parental I

attitudes and expectations which parents exhibit

toward the center or toward children?

Yes. Parents whose children attend Head Start centers
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which strongly emphasize academic activities tend to have

more negative attitudes toward public schools than parents

whose children attend other centers. Parents whose children

attend centers which emphasize dramatic/expressive play have

the highest scores on the Positive Perceptions of Teachers

Scale and generally have positive attitudes toward school.

[ Do activity emphases in centers vary with parental

.involvement in the centers?

Yes. There is a tendency for (1) parent helping at the

center, and (2) parent talking to the teachers to be lower

in centers which place strong emphasis on academic than in

centers which place a weaker emphasis on such activities.

Do activity emphases in centers produce aifferential

outcomes in child performance on achievement tests or

affective/social behaviors?

There is no significant contribution of the activity

emphases in centers to the performance of children in kin-

dergarten. When activity emphases are modified by the

length of time children attended Head Start, just one ilna-

ing emerges. The longer children attend centers with aca-

desic emphases, the higher the scores on one of the elyht

achievement scores (viz. naming letters) . A few °the',

impacts of the relationship between length of attenaence ana

type of activity on various outcomes were noted in each of

the different regions of the country although no consistent

trend emerged. (See Question 7 for a full discussion of

these findings.)

If I

Z A

- 27 -



Technical Discussion

It is reasonable to assume that the program or the exper-

imental content of the program of Head Start should contri-

bute to the successful transition of children to the public

schools. It is also true that the kind of program variables

which might be considered the effective psychologi-

cal/educational antecedents to successful transition have

generally not been measured in the course of Head Start stu-

dies. Indeed, the major criticism of previous national stu-

dies of the effects of Head Start is precisely that Head

Start as an educational/developmental experience has not

been examined. Despite the nationally defined program pre-

formance standards, there are as many Head Starts (in the

sense of a psycho/educational experience) as there are Head

Start classrooms. Unfortunately, the measurement of the

Head Start program as experienced by children is an

extremely expensive and time consuming task involving a

great many technical problems which have not yet been

solved. The next most useful estimate of the program is the

description of the curriculum provided by those most know-

ledgable. It is to these descriptions which we turn for an

examination of the Head Start program.

On the assumption that program content is associated to

some significant extent with developmental processes in

children (and to the transition process to the public

schools), it is of major policy relevance to colisiaer the

sources of variation in program content across Head Start

centers. Performance standards are very broadly stated so

that a great many local factors contribute to the selecl.ion

of particular program elements and to the manner Dy wnich

they are applied to children. This is, of course, as it

should be since Head Start is conceived as locally cont-

rolled in a great many of its )olicy aspects despite the

general thrusts and selected program elements established by

administrative guidelines drawn at the federal level. How-

,J
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ever, such a local option makes it imperative that objective

evidence for program content be established. At the same

time, it is very important that an intensive search be maae

for those policy relevant factors which may influence the

selection of desireable program elements by local adminis-

trators. Using the data base available on the national

transition study, an attempt to find program descriptors and

a vide range of their policy related correlates was carriea

out in the present study.

The first task was to seek information in the data base

on the content of the programs administered in the centers

from which the transition sample of children graduated.

There are in fact only two such sets of information. First,

the questionnaire administered to the directors of these

centers presented five very general program goals and asked

that these goals be rank ordered according to their impor-

tance fclr the children in the center. We have previously

reported (Interim Report, march 30,1979) that there is an

overwhelming similarity among the center directors in their

ranking of these general goals for children. The vast

majority indicated that social skill development was their

first prirrity and that academic skill development was their

lowest priority. Some small variation among the rankings of

the other three goal statements was apparent, but on the

basis of several attempts to cluster, rank order score, ana

some ANOVA procedures, we concluded that there was not

enough diversity of rankings to use these data to aifferen-

tiate among centers.

The second set of information on program content was also

fwand in the Center Questionnaire administered to the center

directors. Each director was asked to rate each of the 14

activities along two dimensions. The first aime:Ision was

the frequency with which the activity was offered in the

center, and the second dimension was the importance of the

activity in the overall curriculum. A single rating of eacu

activity was constructed by multip 'lying the score on each
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dimension together for each center director. The resultant

distribution of activity scores indicated a good deal of

differentiation among center directors (see Interim Report,

March 30,1979). Since a very wide range of activities were

represented on this list, it was deemed reasonable to submit

these scores to a factor analytic procedure (principal com-

ponents solution with varimax rotation) . Although five tac-

tors reached, the criterion of eigenvalue greater than 1.0,

we feel that only three substantially interpretable and

rational factors emerged from this procedure. The factors

and the rationale for selecting these three factors are sum-

marized in Table Q1.1.

The three factors have been named: Academic knowledge

and skills; Social knowledge and skills; and Dra-

matic/Expressive Play, respectively. Factor scores`-were

calculated by multiplying the standardized rating of the

item by the factor score coefficient for that item and sum-

ming this product for all 14 items within each falter.

Thus, the distribution of factor scores are independent of

each other and have quite adequate variability across cen-

ters. We shall take these three scores for each center as

reflective of the Pattern of activity offered in that cen-

ter. Although we cannot say how these activities were uni-

quely administered to individual children, we believe that

it is possible to use these scores as a means of differenti-

ating the kinds of experiences children received across cen-

ters. It is reasonable, therefore, to look for correlates

of these center variations, and, in subsequent sections of

this report, to examine the relationship between these vari-

ables and the performance of children on the academic and

social measures taken while they were in kindergarten. The

correlates of center activity scores are presented in the

remaining sections of this cnapter.

The first set of correlates are the demographic descrip-

tors of the centers. The four major geographic areas iden-

tified in this study were: Northeast, Southeast, Southwest



and West. Tables Q1.2 to Q1.4 summarize the distribution of

each activity factor within each area of the country. There

seems to be some differences across these areas in the kinds

of activities which are emphasized. It is likely that these

area differences reflect unique cultural properties some of

which will be discussed elsewhere in,ethis chapter.

The first activity factor, Academic Knowledge and Skills,

tends to be most heavily emphasized in the centers of the

Southwest and least emphasized in centers of the Northeast

and West. Two-thirds of the Southwest centers are in the

fourth (highest) quartile of the distribution of these fac-

tor scores. Centers in the Northeast and West are d:'stri-

buted approximately equally in the lower three quartiles.

Centers in the Southeast are distributed generally in the

upper three quartiles. As we shall see in later sections of

this report, these differences in academic activity emphases

by area correspond to the differences in ethnic composition

of the centers in these areas. Note that generally, centers

in the southern areas of the country place heavier emphasis

on academic activities than in the northern areas, and this

is all the more so in the Southwest than in the Southeast.

The second activity factor, Social Knowledge and Skills

emphases, shows a rather different distribution over the

areas of the country. For this factor, centers are distri-

buted relatively equally across all four quartiles regard-

less of region.

The third factor, Dramatic/Expressive Play, shows still

another pattern of distribution over the areas of the coun-

try. The eastern ereas are sharply divided; the Northeast

tends to have most cf its centers in the higher quartiles,

whereas the Southeast centers are predominantly in the low-

est quartile. Centers in the Southwest are generally in tne

intermediate quartiles while in the West most of the centers

tend to be distributed in the two highest quartiles.



Another demographic variable examined in relatA.on to the

center activity measures is ci*y size. This variable is

composed of four intervals: large (more than 100,000), med-

ium /25,000-99,999) , small (2,500-24,999), and rural (less

than 2,500 and farm) . Tables Q1.5 to Q1.7 summarize the

distributions of activit:_es within each of ,these groups.

There are several findings which should be mentioned.

The large and medium size cities tend to have centers

distributed equally across the quartiles for all three

activity factors. A minor variation on this theme is that

the large cities tend to be split into two extreme groups

with repect to the social factor; over half the large

cities strongly emphasize this factor while the remainder do

not emphasize it at all. We are not yet prepared to explain

this split and will consider the issue in the context of

other analyses at a latter point in this report. However,

there is a wide range of variation across all three activity

factors in the largest and medium size cities from which the

present sample was drawn.

Small towns also tend to have centers which are broadly

scattered across the several types of activity emphases.

There is, with there towns, a slight tendency for the cen-

ters to be located i he lower end of the distribution of

dramatic and expressive play.

It is in the rural and farm bases centers that a unigue

distribution of activities is found. In the centers in

these locations the emphasis is on dramatic/expressive play,

with very little emphasis on social skills, and almost no

emphasis at all on academic knowledge and skill acitavity.

In order to begin to draw some order out of this set of

findings, it is useful to consider the relationship between

the ethnicity of the children in the centers and the ethnic-

ity of the staff in these centers with respect to the activ-

ity emphases reported by the center directors. Tables 0.8

to Q1.16 summarize the distribution of the three activity



factors in centers which vary according to the ethnic compo-

sition of the staff and the children enrolled. vor purposes

of these comparisons, ethnic composition is defined as Black

(70 percent or more Black children), WL to (70 percent or

more White children), and Integrated (all other combinations

of Black and White children). This s3 tem of categories

includes all but a few centers and mar s the comparisons

among ethnic groupings manageable. In rder to make these

analy=ses even more useful, we have categorized the ethnic

composition of the staff in each center by the same crite-

ria, and ue have defined ethnic matches between children 111d

.ff within centers using these same categories.

Generally, with respect to the first activity factor,

centers which have a preuominantly Black enrollment empha-

size academic activities, and centers which have a predomi-

nance of VLite children do not emphasize these activities.

Integrated centers tend to provide academic activities at an

intermediate level of emphasis. The distribution of ethnic-

ity of staff across the levels of emphasis of this activity

is very similar to, but not as extreme as, the distribution

o..r children's e4-leacity within this activity factor. Cen-

ters which have 4 predotiinace of Black staff tend to empha-

size academic activities and centers with predominantly

White staff do not emphasize this activity.

When the ethnic match between teachers and children is

considered, a very striking difference is present in the

academic activity factor. Centers in which 7o, percent or

more of the children and of the staff are Black strongly

emphasize academic knowledge and skills aemivities, whereas

centers in which 70 percen, of the children and the staff

are White are in the loxes:: quartile of this activity empha-

sis. Other kinds of centers share in intermediate positions

of this.activity.

Differences in ethnic compostion of the centers plays a

smaller although just discernible role in the'distribution

of the social knowledge and skills activities. Centers with
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predominantly Black children and staff are similar to their

White counterparts with respect to social knowledge and

skills activities. The majority of these centers with eta-

nic matches between children and staff are clustered in the

intermediate quartiles with more of the Black centers having

a slight tendency to strongly emphasize the social activi-

ties. Centers having no major race predominant among either

the children enrolled in the center or the staff instructing

in the Center tend to strongly emphasize these social activ-

ities.

The third activity factor, Dramatic and Expressive Play,

show a reversal of these trends. Here it is the centers

with high concentrations of White children and staff where

the emphasis on dramatic/expressive play is fours.'.. Approxi-

mately 60 percent of the White centers are found in tne top

two quartiles of this distribution whereas almost.hO percent

of the Black centers are found in the_ bottom two quartiles

of the distribution.

Although there are not yet enough data to support a firm

inference about ethnic preferences for activities fcr pres-

chool children, the data suggest the difference in the

activities which are reported by the center directors are

associated with variations in the ethnic composition of both

the child enrollment and the staff. What might be referrea

to as Black centers tend to focus on academic activities and

those which might be called White staffed centers tend to

focus on dramatic/expressive play. This does not appear to

be a function of the size of the community in which the t ra-

ter is located, but is associated to some extent with the

region of the nation. The southern regions tend to empha-

size academic activities more than the northern regions, ana

the Southeastern region tends to have the lowest emphasis on

dramatic and expressive play. It is difficult to determine

at this point if the source of these emphases is some cul-

tural/political/economic factor which distinguishes among

these sections of the nation, or if it is the unique ethnic



composition of those who are associated with Head Starts in

each of the regions. We suspect that it is the ethnic com-

position of the regions rather than any other.factor-, but

the verification of this assertion requires further analy-

sis. One other demographic factor of the centers can be

ci.:nsidered in this issue and that is the auspices under .

which the center operates. Although this factor may also De

'confounded with the ethnic composition of the delegate agen-

cies, it is also possitle that if, differences in activity

preferences exists among centers associated with different

sponsoring agencies, it is the sponsoring agencies which

contribute to the preferences. We turn now to the assOcia-
,

tion between auspices and activity preferences.

Although there are six categories of auspices (Tables

Q1.17 to Q1.19) only the categories Public Schools, Nonpro-

fit groups, and Community Action Agencies have enough cases

from which stable inferences can be drawn. However, the

findings for all categories are reported, and the reader

should remember to maintain greater confidence in the tnree

mentioned categories than in the others.

\--The most important finding is that in the most heavily

represented category of Community Action Agency (CAA), there

is an equal distribution of centers over all quartiles for

all three activity factors. Thus, CAA's appear not to con-

tribute to the emphases of types of activities in any syste-

matic way. There may indeed be an influence from the CAA to

the center about the type of activity emphasized, but that

influence does not have to do with the fact that the spon-

soring agency''is a CAA. If that influence is present, it

has to do with the unique relationship between .the center

and the agency and this varies across all situations.

There is a very slight variation on this theme among the

centers sponsored by public schools. For the academic and

the dramatic/expressive activities, the difference is only

in the lesser amount of variability found with this auspice

rather than with the CAA centers. The distribution of



public school centers on the social activity factor shows a
,s

somewhat different characteristic. -Here, about half of the

public school centers strongly emphasize the social factor

and half do not emphaSize it at all. This split is similar

to the split among centers located in large cities ?here

half /were very high on this factor and half were very low.

We shall examine the relationship between auspices and city

size in a subsequent section. However, some of the reasons

why public schools are split on this factor may be due to

the ethnic composition of the communities within large

cities in which their sponsoring agencies are located.

Centers sponsored by nonprofit organizations tend to be

equally distributed across all four quartiles of the aca-

demic factor. However, centers under the auspices of non-

profit agencies place great emphasis, on dramatic/ezpressive

play activities and little emphasis on'social knowledge and

skills activities.

In ()vier to increase our understanding of the distribu-

tion of activity factors, the character of the teacher

training opportunities offered in the centers was related tck

the preferred activities. It was assumed that the types of

training opportunities available to teachers might be the

'source of the activity preferences. The assumption was

somewhat tenuous since the training opportunity variable as

used in the questionnaire submitted to center directors

referred only to the form and not :.he content of the train-

ing. Thus the response choices covered inservice training,

university-sponsored training sessions, lectures-y specia.c-

ists, and after-hours classes at a school or college. The

only findings here, (Tables Q1.20 to Q1.22) were that cen-

ters which concentrated its training opportunities in univ-

ersity-sponsored training sessions were high in preferences

for dramatic and expressive play. Since we do not xnow the

content of the sessions, it is not possible to determine if

the preferences were the result of the training or ii cen-

ters which preferred dramatic/expressive play sought out



university-sponsored training opportunities. Since we

already know that there was a tendency for White centers to

emphasize dramatic/expressive play activities slightly:more,

it may be that there is an ethnic preference for types of

training opportunities among centers. This will be examined

later.

It is also possible that the activity preferences in cen-

ters are associated with the nature and extent of parent

involvement in the center. Parents may contribute to the

program decisions to the extent to which they engage in cen-

ter activities. Accordingly, the activity factors were

related to the measures of parent involvement as reported ny

parents on the Parent Interview. Here the parents were

asked how many meetings they attended in the center. The

meetings covered a variety of topics and represents a useful

estimate of the involvement of parents with lectures, dis-

cussions, and policy making. Other questions on parent

involvement included the number of times the parents

reported helping at the center, the number of home visits by

a representative of the center, and the number of times the

parent reported interacting with the child's teacher.

However, since these were individual parent responses, it

was necessary tr..% sum the individual responses within each

center to an aggregate center score for involvement in order

to related this variable to the activity factors. Unfortu-

nately, in many centers there were very fel parents inter-

view forms available because of the large amount of missing

data. A standard convention was adopted which allowed for a

decision as to inclusion of d center in the analysis. This

standard is that at least five parents had to provide usable

data from a given center in order to determine that the mean

score for parent involvement could be considered a stable

estimate of the involvement at that center. Fewer than five

parents reporting for a given center meant that the mean of

those scores could not be taken as a reasonable estimate of

the center's rate of parent involvement. USing this sten-
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dard, the number of centers available for analysis ranged

from 34 to 44. The correlations between the activity factor

scores and these mean center scores are summarized in Table

Q1.23.

Examination of these four measures of involvement indi-

cates that three of them bear no relationhip to the activi-

ties offered at the centers. However, a fourth measure,

"How often did you help at the Head Start Center?" did yield

a significant and revealing finding with one of the activity

factors, Academic Knowledge and Skills. This relationship

is significantly negative (r=-.33,p<.05) . It is suggestive

to conclude that as the emphasis on academic knowledge and
OP

skill activities increased in the centers, there was a

decrease in the rate at which parents reported helping at

the centers.

It is difficult to make a definitive interpretation of

this finding since it was previously reported that centers

in which the academic factor was highly emphasized tended to

be heavily Black in enrollment and in staff. It may be that

the low rate of parental helping at these centers is a func-

tion of the behavior patterns which are unique to this cul-

tural group. It is also possible that centers which empha-

size academic knowledge and skill activities tend to resist

the participation of parents. it is possible that this

activity emphasis involves professionally developed curri-

cula and, in the judgement of the center staff, requires

professionally trained staff to administer. This view might

tend to magnify the discontinuity between professional staff

and lay parents ana thereby generate a barrier between cen-

ter and parents that would be difficult to overcome.

Although it is not possible to choose between alternative

explanations of the negative relationship between academic

activities and parental rates of helping at the center on

the basis of the univariate analyses reported here, it wouid

help to understand the issues if the relationship ietween

parent characteristics and the activity emphases at centers



were examined. If parents tend not to help at academically

oriented centers, it would be useful to know it these par-

ents had any particular properties which might distinguish

them from other parents. In particular, it would be useiul

to know something about their background and their judgments

about their children and the schools to which their children

go. If there are differences between the parents whose

children attend academically oriented centers and those par-

ents whose children attend other kinds of centers, then it

might be possible to understand the relationship between tne

rate of helping at the center and the kind of activity which

is preferred at the center.

"ere are three sets of information about parents which

have been related to the activity preferences at the centers

attended by their children. Per Capita Income (PCI), which

is the total family income divided by the total number of

adults and children in the family; and Mother's Education

(flAED), which is a four point scale of less than high

school, high school, less than college, and college levels

of education, both constitute the measures of socio-economic

status available from the data base (Table Q1.24).

The second set of information has to do with the parents

expectations and judgements of the children's performance in

school. There are three questions administered to parents

which tap these attitudes and beliefs of the parents about

their children. All three appear in Table Q1.25.

The final set of information has to do with the parents'

attitudes toward school, education and the teachers of their

children. These scores are derived from the judgments made

by parents on the Hess Attitude Scale. These data were fac-

tored to produce principal components and, with a varimax

rotation, five interpretable factors. The correlations or

all five of these factors with the three activity preference

factors generated by the center :irectorst reports are sum-

marized in Table Q1.26.



It should be noted that the parents data used in these

analyses reported here have been aggregated to center level

by adding all parents scores within each center for whom

data are available and dividing by the number of parents.

This provides a mean score which is taken to represent the

center. The standard of at least five parents available for

a center was applied in generating center means so that the

analyses are based on only 34 centers.

The first set of information on family background as mea-

sured by PCI and HIED shows no relationship with activities

at the center. Thus we conclude that parents neither seek

out or are attracted toward centers with particular activity

preferences when the parents are defined by their socio-eco-

nomic status as measured in this study. This is an impor-

tant finding since it was earlier reported that parents tend

to help out at centers which do not heavily emphasize tne

academic oriented activities, and as will be reported later,

mothers with higher education levels tend to visit centers

more often than mothers with lower educational levels. Thus

the lack of a simple (univariate) relationship between motn-

ers* education and types of center activities, while impor-

tant in its own right, appears to mask a rather complex

relationship among these vaiables. This more complex ana-

lyses will be reported in a later section of this reFort.

The same kind of null findings can be observed In the

relationship between the second set of information on par-

ents' expectations for their children and the activities at

the center. Thus, the answers to such questions as "How tar

in school will your child go?", "How well will your Child do

in school?", and "How do you compare your child's scaool

ability to other children?" are unrelated to the Itilicl of

activity which is emphasized at the center. Since these

questions were asked of parents after their children gradu-

ated from Head Start, it is possible to reject the alterna-

tive hypothesis that centers with particular activity

euphases tended to attract parents with particular expecta-



tions for their children. In general it appears that par-

ents do not self select centers with particular kinds of

activities and that parents do not appear to influence the

selection of activity emphases in ways that reflect any of

the SES or expectation/aspiration data available. If par-

ents have any influence on the kind of activity whicn is

offered in the Head Start centers in which tneir children

attend, it is not associated with the attitudinal values

contained in the measures reported here.

A slightly different picture emerges when the Hess fac-

tors are related to the activity emphases. Two findings of

interest can be observed with these data. The first is that

centers which emphasize academic knowledge and skill activi-

ties tend ratner strongly to have parents with high scores

on the Negative Attitude Toward School factor. This tactor

also includes what has been reported elsewhere in this

report as a measure of external locus of control for events

at school. The correlation between the Negative Attitude

Toward School factor and the academic activity emphasis is

.50 which is likely to be an underestimate of the true rela-

tionship between these variables because of an apparent cur-

vilinear pattern to the bivariate scatter plot. Thus cen-

ters which emphasize academic activities are associated with

parents who, when their children are in kindergarten, report

quite negative attitudes toward public school and toward

public school teachers. It is not clear whether centers

which have these emphases also have a lack of confidence In

public schools which is then communicated to parents (alt-

hough parents contact with these centers is relatively low),

or whether parants who have a lack of confidence in public

schools tend to be attracted to these kinds of centers. The

complexity of this relationship will have to be puzzled out

in order to fully understand the impact of curriculum deci-

sions and of parent involvement on judgments and ultimately

on children.



0

The second finding involving the Hess factors has to ao

with the fifth factor, Positive Perceptions of the Teacher.

In centers which emphasize dramatic and expressive play (an°

recall that 'these centers are located heavily in rural anu

farming communities), the parents have high scores on this

positive factor. This may be characteristic of parents'

judgments in the rural areas which are served by Head Start,

or it may be an effect of this kind of activity in Head

Start on the activities and attitudes of the kindergarten

teachers. Once again, this complex association will have to

be examined using more complex analytic procedures.

Conclusions

The findings of this_ section confirm the most likely

expectations of the early education community that, indeea,

there is a diversity of programming in the Head Start cen-

ters around the nation. There are three distinct sets of

activities. Centers, according to their directors, vary

considerably in the degree to which these activities are

emphasized in local programs. This is as 3.t should be since

diversity means that local conditions have some contribution

to local programming. In the present data base there seems

to be abundant evidence that the kind of activity emphasis

which is found in a center reflects the preferences of the

cultural group being served and the cultural composition of

the local center staff. in most cases the families being

served and the staff serving them come from the same cul-

tural/ethnic group, and the kind of activity emphasized in

their center reflects their collective preferences. Blacx

children are generally served by Black staff and the activi-

ties: which predominate in their experiences have to do witn

academic /learning events. White children are generally

served by White stuff and the activity emphasis they receive

tends to do with expressive/dramatic play. This implies a

cultual based choice in favor of specific activity t.-mphases.
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At the same tine, there is a regional basis to tne dis-

tribution of activities. Academic activities predominate in

centers in the South where the largest majority of Black

children are in attendence and dramatic/expressive play pre-

dominate in other regions where White children are in atten-

dence. This should be taken as further evidence for a cul-

turally based self selection of activities in centers.

It is possible that factors outside the Head Start commu-

nity contribute to decisions about the Kind of activities

which are emphasized in the centers. For example, White

centers tend to use university-based resources for training

of their staff and it may be that these training programs

direct the trainees towardthe dramatic/expressive activi-

ties. It is also possible that, for reasons as yet unknown,

White centers prefer to go to universities for their train-

ing because they prefer the instruction offered by univer-

sity personnel. It is not possible to resolve this point

using the data at hand, but it is clear that activities vary

across centers because of the ethnic composition of the

local Head Start community.

There is one important issue which the program planner

should note. Centers which emphasize acaeemic activities

are associated with low rates of parent involvement and with

parents who have quite negative judgments about school. It

is reasonable, based on this data base and related findings,

to interpret this as a tendency of academically oriented

Head Start teachers to inhibit parental contact with cen-

ters. Such teachers may tend to think of themselves as pro-

fessionalized and Lsay therefore, tend to judge parent

involvement as an unwanted intrusion into their domain.

Parents may in turn sense this resistence for Head Start

trainers to focus on this issue and consider means or

instructing teachers to recognize the value of parent

involvement regardless of the teacher's preferred orienta-

tion toward preschool programming.
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It is most instructive to note that none of the activity

emphases are associated with any of the academic outcome

measures used in this study, although there is some evidence

that expressive/dramatic play is associated with one of the

social/affective outcomes. In other analyses reported here,

participation in preschool and, in some instances, partici-

pation in Head Start, are associated with some gains in

achievement' and social/affective development, but the con-

tent of the Head Start program appears not to be related to

outcomes. This is counter intuitive and needs to be con-

trasted with findings from other studies which suggest that

program content does influence child growth. It is also

counter intuitive with theoretical expectations that program

content should influence child growth. Findings such as

these are in need of further examination before they can De

included in the accumulating body of knowledge of Head Start

effects. "fere is one technical issue which needs to be

kept in mind associated with this point.

Each center director was asked to rate a variety of

activities in terms of "importance in a preschool program",

and the =extent to which the activity is emphasized in your

center". Based on these data, scores were developed which

served to describe each center according to the kind of

activities which were emphasized and which were considered

important. These scores were then attributed to each child

who attended that center. Each child was then entered into

the analyses of the effects of the center activities on kin-

dergarten performance.

The problem with this procedure, of course, is that it

assumes that each child in the center received the same

activity emphasis in the same way. If every child in the

center participated in these analyses, then the overall cen-

ter activity emphasiF would be a reasonable score for the

"average" child in the center, and it would be possible to

compare centers on the effectiveness of their activity

emphases. Unfortunately, very few children from each center

v



participated in this study. In allCases, the smallest num-

ber to participate was five, but in most cases the number of

children included in the sample was 6 to 8. Thus, it is not

at all possible to assume that the children in the sample

all received the activities which the center director judged

to be the major component of their curriculum. Children who

were categorized in the present analyses as having received

a certain curriculum may not have received enough of it tv

satisfy reasonable criteria for inclusion. There is, in

other words, large error in the measurement of the curricu-

lum when that measurement is applied to the child, even

The measurement of activities could only be used in this

Thus it should not be expected that effects of activities at

out at the child level is most likely to have too mach of

centers could be discerned in individual-child test scores.

the effects o these activity emphases. When studying the

effects of curriculum applied to the individual child, it is

necessary that the actual curriculum applied to that child

be measured and that was not possible in the present study.

this kind of error to allow for a precise enough measure ot

f

though the error may *it be large when applied to the cen-

ter. The analysis of effects of activities, when carried

study to describe centers, not to measure effects on chil-

dren.
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TABLE Q1.1

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR
HEAD START ACTIVITY EMPHASES

Factor Loading

Eisen

Value

Percent of

Variance

Factor I: Academic Knowledge and Skills 4.34 31.0

Mathematic Concepts .855

Problem Solving Activities .786

Science Experiences .648

Large Muscle Development .586

Factor II: Social Skills and Rule Knowledge 1.74 12.5

Health Habits .834

Food Habits .815

Health and Safety Rules .770

Child Social Knowledge .474

Factor III: Dramatic/Expressive Play 1.67 11.9

Dramatic Play .815

Creative Experiences .804

Factor IV: Muddled Factor 1.16 8.3

Small Muscle Development .863

Language Development .731

Child Social Knowledge .469

Factor V: Social Knowledge Skills 1.04 7.4

Trips .820

Adult Social Knowledge .728
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TABLE Q1.2

Academic Knowledge and Skills by Region

Academic Knowledge and Skill Activity Factor

Region

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

N %

Northeast 10 31.3 9 28.1 9 28.1 4 12.5 32 100.0

Southeast 2 10.5 5 26.3 6 31.6 6 31.6 19 100.0

Southwest 2 16.7 0 0.0 2 16.7 8 66.7 12, 100.0

West 8 32.0 7 28.0 8 32.0 2 8.0 25 100.0

TABLE Q1.3

Social Knowledge and Skills by Region

Social Knowledge and Skills by Region

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 'Quartile 4 Total

Re ion N % ,0

Northeast 8 25.0 8 25.0 7 21.9 9 28.1 32 100.0

Southeast 5 26.3 3 15.8 7 36.8 4 21.1 19 100.0

Southwest 4 33.3 2 16.7 5 41.7 1 8.3 '12 100.0

West 6 24.0 9 36.0 3 12.0 7 28.0 25 100.0



TABLE Q1.4

Dramatic/Expressive Play by Region

Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor

Region

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4

N

Total

N % N % N % N % %

Northeast 5 15.6 9 28.1 8 25.0 10 31.3 32 100.0

Southeast 9 47.4 5 26.3 3 15.8 2 10.5 19 100.0

Southwest 2 16.7 5 41.7 4 33..3 1 8.3 12 100.0

West 5 20.0 4 16.0 7 28.0 9 36.0 25 100.0

TABLE Q1.5

Academic Knowledge and Skills by City Si4p,-

Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

City Size

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4

N

Total

N % N % N % N % %

Farm or Open Country 9 90.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 10.0 10 100.0

2,500 - 25,000 7 20.0 10 28.6 7 20.0 11 31.4 35 100.0

25,000 - 100,000 4 14.8 6 22.2 12 44.4 5 18.5 27 100.0

over 100,000 1 8.3 3 25.0 6 50.0 2 16.7 12 100.0



TABLE Q1.6

Social Knowledge and Skills by City Size

Social Knowledge and Skill Activity Factor
/

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

City Size N % N % N % N % N %

Farm or Open Country 6 60.0 1 10.0 1 10.0 2 20.0

2,500-25,000 7 20.0 7 20.0 14 40.0 7 20.0

25,000-100,000 5 18.5 12 V.4 7 25.9 3 11.1

Over 100,000 3 25.0 2 16.7 0 0.0 7 58.3

TABLE Q1.7

Dramatic/Expressive.Play by City Size

Dramatic/Exoressive,Play Activity Factor

City Size

Farm or Open Country

2,500-25,000

25,000-100,000

Over 100,000

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4

N % N % N % N % ,,,

2 20.0 ___ 1 10.0 1 10.0 6 60.0

13 37.1 8 22.9 8 22.9 6 17.1

2 7.4 10 37.0 10 37.0 5 18.5

2 16.7 4 33.0 3 25.0 3 25.0
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10 100.0

35 100.0

27 100.0

12 100.0

Total

N %

10 100.0

35 100.0

27 100.0

12 100.0



TABLE Q1.8

Academic Knowledge and Skills by Center Ethnicity

Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

41 .

Center Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N %

Predominantly Black 3 12.5 6 25.0 6 25.0 9 37.5, 24 100.0

Predomintritly White. 10 37.0 7 25.9 8 29.6 2 7.4 27 100.0

Predominantly Othel. 4 5 1.1 1 14.3 2 28.6 0 0.0 7 100.0

No Major Race --1--- 20.0 3 2 0.0 6 40.0 3 20.0 15 100.0

TABLE Q1.9

Social Knowledge and Skills by Center Ethnicity

S

Quartile 1

10. .11

Quartile a

A .ctor

Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

Center Ethnicity N % N % N % N c' N 1

Predominantly Black 4 16.7 5 20.8 7 29.2 8 33.3 24 100.0

Predominantly White 5 18.5 7 .25.9 9 33.3 6 22.2 27 100.0

41
Predominantly Other 5 71.4 '1 14.3 0 0..0 1 14.3 7 100.0

No Major Race 2 13.3 6 40.0 2 13.3 5 33.3 15 100.0

kl
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i TABLE Q1.10

-If

Center Ethnicitg

Dramatic /Expressive Play by Center Ethnicity

Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor

N

igAr

%

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4

N % N % N % N %

Predominantly Black 8 33.3 7 29.2 7 29.2 2 8.3 24 100.0

Predominantly White 6 22.2 7 25.9 6 22.2 8 29.6 27 100.0

Predominantly Other 3 42.9 0 0.0 1 14.3 3 42.9 7 100.0

No Major Rage \\:_1 5 33.3 4 26.7 5 33.3 15 100.0

TABLE Q1.11

Academic Knowledge and Skills By Staff Ethnicit:;

Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 igtal

Staff Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N %

Predomina.itly Black 1 4.2' 6 25.0 6 25.0 11 45,8 24 100.0

Predominantly White 5 27.8 7 38.9 5 27.8 1 5.6 18 100.0

No Major Rate 6 37.5 2 12.5 3 18.8 5 27.8 16 100.0



TABLE Q1.12

Social Knowledge and Skills by Staff Ethnicity

Quartile 1

Social Knowledge and Skills Activity Factors

Quartile 2 Q_uartile 3 Quartile 4

Staff Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N

Predominantly Black 5 20.8 6 25.0 8 33.3 5 20.8 24

Predominantly White 4 5.6 7 38.9 7 33.9 3 16.7 18

No Major Race 1 25.0 2 12.5 2 12.5 8 50.0 16

TABLE Q1.13

Dramatic/Expressive Play by Staff Ethnicity

Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4

Staff Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N

Predominantly Black 6 25.0 7 29.2 7 29.2 4 16.7 24

Predominantly White 4 22.2 3 16.7 6 33.3 5 27.8 18

No Major Race 3 18.8 4 25.0 5 31.3 4 25.0 16

Total

%

100.0

100.0

100.0

Total

%

100.0

100.0

100.0
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TABLE Q1.14

Academic Knowledge and Skills by Ethnic Match of Children and Staff

Ethnic Match

Predominantly Black

Predominantly White

No Major Race

Academic Knowledge and Skills Activit Factor

Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

% N %

4 23.5 4 23.5 8 47.1 17 100.0

4 33.3 3 25.0 1 8.3 12 100.0

0 0.0 3 42.9 2 28.6 7 100.0

Quartile 1

1 5.9

4 33.3

2 28.6

TABLE Q1.15

Social Knowledge and Skills by Ethnic Match of Children and Staff

Social Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

Ethnic Match N % N % N % N % N %

Predominantly Black 3 17.6 4 23.F 6 35.3 d 23.5 17 100.0

II
Predominantly White 1 8.3 3 25.0 6 50.0 2 16.7 12 100.0

No Major Race 1 14.3 1 14.3 1 14.3 4 57.1 7 100.0

O



TABLE Q1.16

Dramatic/Expressive Play by Ethnic Match of Children and Staff

Dramatic/Express Play Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

Ethnic Match N % N % N % N % NN %

Predominantly Black 5 29.4 5 29.4 5 29.4 2 11.8 100.0

41 Predominantly White 3 25.0 2 16.7 5 41.7 2 16.7 100.0

No Major Race 0 0.0 3 42.9 2 28.6 2 28.6 100.0

TABLE 01.17

Academic Knowledge and Skills by Auspices

Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Auspices

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4

N

Total

io %

Public Schools 0 0.0 2 25.0 4 50.0 2 20.0 8 100.0

College or Univ. 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0

41
Religious Group 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 2 100.0

Non-Profit Group 1 11.1 2 22.2 3 33.3 3 33.3 9 100.0

Local CAA 21 36.2 11 19.0 15 25.9 11 19.0 58 100.0

Other 0 0.0 1 14.3 2 28.6 4 57.1 7 100.0
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TABLE Q1.18

Social Knowledge and Skills by Auspices

Social Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Auspices

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

N
w
A, N % N

of
ic. N

0,
.. N

0,
,,,

Public Schools 3 37.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 3 37.5 8 100.0

41 College or Univ. 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 100.0

Religious Group 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0

Non-Profit Group 5 55.6 3 33.3 1 11.1 0 0.0 9 100.0

40 Local CAA 12 20.7 15 25.9 14 24.1 17 29.3 58 100.0

Other 2 28.6 2 28.6 2 28.6 1 14.3 7 100.0

TABLE Q1.19

Dramatic/Expressive Play by Auspices

Dramatic/Expressive Play Activity Factor

Auspices

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

a of
4

Public School 1 12.5 2 25.0 4 50.0 1 12.5 8 100.0

College or Univ. 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0

Religious Group 0 0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 2 100.0

Non-Profit Group 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 100.0

Local CM 14 24.1 17 29.3 10 17.2 17 29.3 58 100.0

Other 2 28.6 3 42.9 2 28.6 0 0.0 7 100.0



Teacher Training

TABLE Q1.20

ACADEMIC KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS BY TEACHER TRAINING

Academic Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

N % N N % N %

Inservice by Supervisors 22 25.3 21 24.1 24 27.6 20 32.0 87 100.0

Inservice by Consultants 22 25.6 20 23.3 25 29.1 19 22.1 86 100.0

University Training 8-Weeks 2 18.2 3 27.3 5 45.5 1 9.1 11 100.0

University Training 1-Week 9 40.9 5 22.7 4 18.2 4 18.2 22 100.0

Lectures by Specialists 17 23.0 20 27.0 23 31.1 14 18.9 7' 100.0

After Hour Classes at School 16 22.9 16 22.9 21 30.0 17 24.3 70 100.0

Teacher Training

TABLE Q1.21

SOCIAL KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS ,1 TEACHER TRAINING

Social Knowledge and Skills Activity Factor

U % N N % N %

Inservice by Supervisor 23 26.4 22 25.3 22 25.3 20 23.0 87 100.0

Inservice by Consultants 22 25.6 22 25.6 21 24.4 21 24.4 86 100.0

University Training 8-Weeks 2 18.2 3 27.3 1 9.1 5 45.5 11 100.0

University Training 1-Week 9 40.9 6 27.3 3 13.6 4 18.2 22 100.0

g Lectures by Specialists 16 21.6 20 27.0 20 27.0 18 24.3 74 100.0

After Hour Classes at School 17 24.3 18 25.7 17 2.3 18 25.7 70 100.0



TABLE Q1.22

DRAMATIC /EXPRESSIVE PLAY BY TEACHER TRAINING

Dramatic /Expressive Play Activity Factor

Teacher Training

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 Total

N % N % N % N % N %

Inservice by Supervisors 20 23.0 23 26.1 22 25.3 22 25.3 87 100.0

Inservice by Consultants 21 24.4 22 25.6 22 25.6 21 24.4 86 100.0

University Training 8-Weeks 2 18.2 4 36.4 1 9.1 4 36.4 11 100.0

University Training 1-Week 5 22.7 2 9.1 3 13.6 12 54.5 22 100.0

Lectures by Specialists 18 24.3 21 28.4 18 24.3 17 23.0 74 100.0

After Hour Classes at School 16 22.9 19 27.1 17 24.3 18 25.7 70 100.0
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TABLE Q1.23

CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH MEAN PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICES

Academic Knowledge Social Knowledge Dramatic/Expressive
& Skills Activity & Skills Activity Play Activities

Parent meet with
34 -0.1190 0.1399 -0.1344

other parents

Parents help at
35 -0.3309** 0.0299 0.0317

Head Start Center

Number of home 35 0.2033 0.2193 0.1415
visits by center rep.

Number of times
44 -0.0864 -0.1413 -0.0884

talk with teacher

** p<.01

TABLE Q1 .24

CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH MEAN SES INDICES

N

Mother's Education 36

Per Capita Income 28

Academic Knowledge Social Knowledge Dramatic/Expressive

& Skills Activity & Skills Activity Play Activities

-0.0917

-0.0078

fr.:

tl

58 -

0.0128 0.0594

-0.0175 0.1594



TABLE Q1.25

CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH PARENT EXPECTATIONS

Parent Expectations

How far in school will
your child go?

How well will your child
do in school?

How do you compare your
child's school ability
to other children?

Activity Factors

N

Academic Xnowledge Social Knowledge

& Skills Activity & Skills Activity

Dramatic/Expressive
Play Activity

33 -0.1548 0.0798 -0.1241

35 0.0166 -0.1501 0.0351

34 -0.0572 0.0500 -0.1148

,..., 1

s 0



TABLE Q1.26

CORRELATIONS OF ACTIVITY FACTORS WITH MEAN PARENTAL ATTITUDES (N=15)

i

Academic Knowledge
& Skills Activity

Social Knowledge
& Skills Activity

Dramatic/Expressive
Play Activity

School Negativism 0.5056* -0.0824 -0.2113

Value of Education -0.0238 -0.0436 0.1707

Education as Upward
Mobility

0.1725 -0.0148 -0.4817*

Social Traditionalism -0.2513 0.1648 0.3808
4.

Positive Perception
of Teachers 0.1994 -0.29A9 0.5317*

* p<.05

o 0



Question 2: pthnIc Composition 21 Families Served Bead

Start,

The original analyses indicated that Head Start centers

varied with regard to the ethnic mix of the famlies

enrolled. A number of important issues about the sources of

such variation, the continuity (or discOntinuity) of etu is

mix across Head Start and the public schools in which the

Head Start children enrolled, and the consequences of these

various kinds of ethnic experiences were not considered in

the original analyses. The purpose of the present analyses

is to provide a more detailed examination of the character-

istics of centers with different ethnic mixes and the real-

tionship between center ethnic mix and the public school

classroom mix. In`additlon, the present analyses consider

the effects of ethnic mix on child academic and social

development, peer adjustment, and parental attitudes toward

the public schools.

In order to consider these issues, the ethnic mix of both

centers and the public school classrooms were described in

terms of percent of various ethnic groups. The following

descriptors were used (Note, these descriptors are in some

cases aggregations of the raw data categories described in

Chapter 3 and on page, 64 of this chaptel-.):

1. 90% or more of one ethnic group= homo2.01eous

group, referred to as a Black center for d White

classroom, as the case may be.

2. 70-100% of one ethnic group= predominantly one

ethnic group, referred to as predominantly Blac°.,

or,predominantly White as the case may be.

3. At least 50% of one ethnic group= majority of one

ethnic group.

4. No predominant group= group in which no ethnicity

achieves more than S0% enrollment. This occurs

when two ethnic groups are equally represented, or



when there are three ethnicities represented ift

the groups, none of which achieves 50% of the

total.

The ethnic groups reported here are Blacks, Whites, ana

Other. This latter category is almost exclusively Hispan-

; ics. Although the Hispanic children are reported in the

summary tables according to their country of origin (Puerto

Rico, Cuba, or Mexico), for analytic purposes they have been

combined into one group. Since the analyses were separately

performed withi4 the several geographic regions of the coun-

try, there is very little overlap between Puerto Rican,

Cuban or Mexican-American children in the analyses.

What are the racial/ethnic mixes of the public school 1

classes into which the Head Start children enter?

Approximately two-thirds of both Black and Waite children

attend a public school class with a predominance (at least

70%) of children of their own ethnic background (Table

Q2.1) . That is, 56.4% of all Black Head Start children

attended kindergarten, classes with 90% or more Black chil-

dren in them-, and 11.7% of all Black children attended kin-

dergarten classes with 70% or more Black children. Siwi-

larly, 54.4% of all White Head Start children attended

kindergarten classes with 90% or more White children in

them, and 13.5% of all White children attended kindergarten

classes with 70% or more White children. In addition, 63.7%

of the Black Head Start children attended centers with 9VX

or more Black children in them. Of these children, 51.1%

attended kindergarten classes with 90% or more Black enroll-

ment. As in the case of the Black children, a majority

(53.1%) of the White children attended centers with at least-,_

90% White children. Of these children 60.0% attended Kill-

d L



dergarten classes with 90% or more White children.

Are there systematic differences in child outcome mea-

sures between the children from centers with different

racial/ethnic mixes?

There are no systematic differences in child outcomes,

with respect to reading, math or social measures whin can

be attributed to differences in the ethnic composition of

centers.

1

When Head Start children enter elementary school

classes with racial/ethnic composition different from

the Head Start center do they experience any problems

of peer adjustment as measured by the Schaefer Hostil-

ity /Tolerance and the Bellar Aggression rating scales?

When comparing children who encounter continuity in eth-

nic composition of Head Start Center and elementary school

class with children who attended an elementary class with a

different ethnic composition then their Head Start Center,

there are no apparent differences on either of the peer

adjustment measures. It should be noted that 79% of the

children maintained continuity of ethnic composition from

their preschool situation to their elementary school class.

1

Are there differences in parental attitudes toward
I

school, or educational aspirations or expectations, 1

which are associated with ethnic composition of cen-

I ters?



In general, parents with children in 90% or more Black or

90% or sore White centers expect that their children will

acquire more education than other parents. Parents of chil-

dren who attended 90% or more Black centers tend to show

more external locus of control than do other parents and to

have more negative attitudes toward public schools. Parents

of children who attend White centers have positive attitudes

toward school, but do not view education as a means for

upward mobility or as a method to perpetuate social tradi-

tionalism.

Igchnical Discussion

Comparisons of ethnic compositiOn of preschool and SChOui

indicate consistency during this transition period. Of

interest are comparisons of child ethnicity and ethnic com-

,'\pusition of center, as well as comparisons of child ethnic-

ity and ethnic composition of the child's class. With res-

pect to Head Start children it is desirable to know if there

are systematic differences in parental attitudes and expec-

tations which can be associated with the ethnic composition

of the child's Head Start Center. Center ethnic composition

is defined in terms of the following ten categories:

90% and up Black, (2) 90% and up White, (3) 9U% and up

other, (4) 70-89% Black, (5) 70-89% White, (6) 70-89% other,

(7) less than 70% Black, (8) less than 70% White, (9) less

than 70% other, (10) no Predominte race.

Of the 835 childreii`,or whom a kindergarten teacher

reported the ethnicity of c'ass, 392 are Black and 443 are

White. For this sample, approximately two thirds of both

Black and White students attended a class with a predomi-

nance'Aat least 70%) of children of their own ethnicity

(Tables Q2.1 and Q2.2.). Of the 441 children for wnom a

center director reported the ethnicity of the Head Start

center, 81.4% of the Black students and 69.5 of the Whitt

students attended centers with at least 70% of the same etn-
,

nicity (Table Q2.3.). The trend toward greater homogenpity
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of ethnic composition in centers than in public school

classes is consistent throughout the sample.

Generally, for those children who were included in tuis

portion oi the analysis, ethnicity of the child matched the

ethnicity of the center (not the individual Head Start

classroom). There was a great deal of missing data. in

addition, there are no data on the ethnic composition oi the

individual Head Start classrooms. Center directors were

asked to report only the composition of the whole center'

One must assume that center ethnic composition is represen-

tative of the individual classes in that Head Start Center.

Approximately half (46.7%) of the 150 Black students for

whom center and Kindergarten ethnicity data were available

attended centers and kindergartens with Black enrollments.

Seventy percent of the Black students, who attended Head

Start Certers with at least 90% Black eL'.ollment, attenaed

classes with at least 90% Black students. Approximately

half (51.6%) of the stue,nts, who attended centers with an

ethnic composition containing 70% to 89% blacks attended

classes with at least 70% Bldck enrollment. Similarily for

White students who had attended predominately White Head

Start centers, 85.7% of those with experience in centers

with at least 90% White students went on to a public school

class containing at least 90% White students. Most (83.:17.)

of the 30 students from centers with at least 70% Waite eth-

nic composition attended classes having at least 90% White

students.

There are proportionally more Black students in the

Southeast than in the other regions. In the Southeast,

Blacks generally attend predominately Black centers; conse-

quently, the Southeast has proportionally more students in

each preschool experience category attending classes with at

least 70% Black enrollment. Regional comparisons between

center and class ethnicity for Black students are consistent

with across-regional findings. That is, most Blacks attend

predominately Black centers (at least 90% Black enrollment).



This accounts for 56.0% of the Black students in the South-

east and 32.2% of the Black students in the other three

regions. Regarding the White students, 41.7% in the South-

east and 45.9% in the other regions attended both centers

and classes with at least a 90% White enrollment.

The unadjusted relationships between three sets of child

outcomes (reading, math, and social measures) and center

ethnicity were examined (Table Q2.4). Within and among the

three types of child outcomes there are no systematic ait-

ferences associated with center ethnicity. There are a few

small and tentative trends with respect to individual out-

comes. Children from a majority Other (Hispanic and Native

American) centers score highest (unadjusted) on "Expressive

Language." These children also have the highest scores on

"copying symbols" whereas the majority EJack centers have

the lowest scores oTA this measure.

All math measures, except "idrti'`ying simple numbers",

vary with respect to center ethnicity. On sample computa-

tion, predominately Other centers (centers having at least

70% Other ethnic composition) have the lowest mean scores.

However, on "verbal pi .blem solving", those same predomi-

nately Other centers have the highest scores. On "counting"

(i.e., counting objects) centers with less than 70% any race

but with a majority of Blacks or Others, represent the low-

est scores whereas the centers with less than 70% any race

and with a White majority.have the highest mean mean scores

on this measure.

Children from centers having 70-69% Other children score

higher on "All American" than other children, and children

from centers having less than 70% of any race but with a

majority of Others tend to score the lowest on "Assestive-

ness-,*

For this portion of the study, two measures of peer

adjustment are utilized, the Schaefer Hostility/Tolerance

and the Bellar Aggression rating scales. Low scores on moth



measures indicate positive peer adjustment. Both Black and

White children were categorized with respect to the ethnic

composition of their Head Start center and of their class.

Seven categories were identified: (1) Black child whc went

from a 90% or more Black center to an elementary class with

less than 70% Black enrollment, (2) Black child who went

from a center with 50-70% Black to a class with less than

50% Black enrollment, (3) White child who went from a White

center to an elementary class with less than 70% White

enrollment, (4) White child who went from a 50-70% White

center to a class with less than 50% White enrollment, (5)

any child who changed to a group with no ethnic predominance

(6) Black child whose preschool and elementary ethnic compo-

sitions matched, and (7) White child whose school experi-

ences were of matching ethnic composition.

Over three-fourths (79%) of the Black and White Head

Start children included in this portion of the study had

matching ethnic environments with respect to preschool and

elementary school class ethnicity. When comparing matched

versus nonmatched children, there are no overt differences

among levels of matching and nonmatching on either the Hos-

tility/Tolerance or Aggression scales (Table Q2.5). con-

tinuity, or lack thereof, of the ethnic composition related

to Head Start Center and elementary school class is not

related to peer adjustment as judged by public school teach-

ers.

There are thirteen measures of parental attitudes and

expectations with respect to their child's academic ability

and achievement. Single questions from the parent inventory

which examine the parent's perceptions of their child's aca-

demic ability and reflects the parent's expectations for

their child's achievement are (1) "How well do you think

your child will do in school?", (2) "How far do you think

your child will get In school?", and (3) "Compared to other

children, rate your child's general ability." The remaining

eight variables of parental attitude and /or expectations are
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composites of variables which were created by either summa-

tion of two or mo4.e variables, or factor analysis. Summa-

tive creations were: (1) Parental Expectation I, which is a

composite of "how well" and "how far" their child will do in

school, (2) Parental Expectation II, which is Parental

Expectation I combined with the parent's ratings of his

child's academic ability, (3) General Locus of Control

Scale, (4) School Locus of Control, which is a summation of

the following items: (a) "If I disagree with the principal,

there is nothing or very little I can do," (b) "most teach-

ers do not want to be bothered by parents coming to see

them" and (c) "Parents can do very little to improve the

schools", and (5) total locus of control (LOCUSTOT) which is

a composite of general and specific (school) locus of con-

trol. Five components resulted from a principal components

analysis of the Hess items. These five components, (1)

School negativism; (2) Value of education; (3) Education

as upward mobility; (4) Social traditionalism for children;

and (5) Positiie Perceptions of teachers, were also included

in the comparisons of parental attitudes of expectation over

categories of center ethnicity.

Of the single questions, tot two of the three there is no

apparent difference in the ratings with respect to the stu-

dent ethnic composition of the Head Start Center. Parents

with children in centers with at least 90% of any race, or

ranging from 70-89% of an ethnic composition other than

White or Black, on the average expect their children to

obtaia more ed ation than parents from other types of cen-

ters (Table Q2.6) . There are no differences attributed to

center ethnicity on the variables, Parental Expectations I

or II. However, Parents with children who attended centers

with at least a 90% majority cr:her than White or black per-

ceive their locus of control as being more external, id

those parents with children from centers with 70-89% White

enrollment perceive their locvs of control as being more

internal than do parents with children who attenued other

types of Head Start Centers (Table Q2.7) .



A higher proportion of parents representing proaominately

(70%-90%) Black and and other Head Start Centers describe

themselves as being external compared to parents associated

with predominately (at least 70%) White centers. Hohever

only 11.6% of ail parents describe themselves as "external"

so these findings cannot be considered stable.

With respect to the Hess principal components factor

scores, all scores except "Positive perceptions of teach-

ers", indicated differences associated with the ethnic type

of Head Start Center. Parents from predominately White cen-

ters (at least 70% .hate) had more positive attitude toward

school, and place a lesser value upon education, than do

parents from other kinds of centers (Table Q2.8). Finally,

parents associated with predominately White centers do not

view education as a means for upward mobility or as a method

to perpetuate social traditionalism to the extent that par-

ents from other centers do.

Conclusions

The inttnt of this question is to determine the effects

of the ethnic composition which children experience in Beau

Start on their adjustment and performance in xinaergaiten.

The ethnic composition of the kindergarten into which they

enroll is a critical factor in examining this aajustment

process, so it is important to consider the match between

the preschool and kindergarten ethnicity. Unfortunately,

there was a great deal of missing data here so that the num-

ber of children for whom this match could be calculated is

quite low. LIthough there is no clear evidence for a bias

in the loss of data, it is clear tbat the. real problem Is

that there is such a small absolute number of children from

whom a shift in the ethnic composition ocurred in the tran-

sition from Head Start to kindergarten. Most of the chil-

dren in this sample went to a Head Start that had a predomi-

nant enrollment of children of the same ethnic background,

and they went to a kindergarten that was very similar in
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composition to the Head Start they attended. Head Start

appears, in this sample, to reflect the ethnic composition

of the neighborhoods they serve as much as the public

schools. The finding that there were no discernible differ-

ences between children who attended one kind of ethnically

mixed cent? and another kind of kindergartenron any of the

outcome measures compared to children who had other kinds of

transitional experiences, is strongly influenced by this

unbalanced sample.

The process by which ethnic mix in an educational envi-

ronment has an impact on the development of children is not

limited to the direct experiences of the children in the

classroom. It is also possible that parents may be influ-

enced by, or may self select classrooms and Head Starts of

various ethnic compositions. Once they are influenced, the

impact on the children may occur -14 way of the home rather

than by way of the classroom. Thus it is important that the

attitudinal properties of the parents associated with ethnic

composition be explored. In this sample, there were no ais-

cernible differences among parents which could not more

appropriately be attributed to ethnic backgroL,A of the

family rather than ethnic composition of the educational

setting.

Once again, it is very important to heed the warning that

the very unbalanced sample precludes the possibility of dis-

covering anything but the most obvious effects. It is most

important to avoid drawing policy implications from these

findings. The present data base simply does not support any

conclusion on the relative worth of any particular ethnic

mix for preschool children.

C,..
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TABLE Q2.1

Class Ethnic Composition by Child's Ethnic Background (Count (%))

Child's

'Ethnicity

Class Ethnicity

70% Up 70% Up 70% Up 70% 70% 70% No Pre-

Black White Other Black White Other dominately Rac

267 33 0 29 33 3 27
Black

(68.1) (8.4) (0.0) (7.4) (8.4) (0.8) (6.9)

6 301 18 9 53 0 56
White

(1.4) (67.9) (4.1) (2.0) (12.0) (0.0) (12.6)
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lABEE Q2.2. Class Ethnic Composition by Child's Ethnic Background (Count and (Percent))

Ite imp

Al I

Regions

Northeast,

Southwest,

West

southeast

Child's

Ethnicity

Bleck

White

Black

White

Black

White

90% Up

i Black

2'21

(56.4)

------------
2

(5)

------------------------
61

(41.2)

2

(.5)

160

(65.6)

0
(0)

Class Ethnicity

70-89%

Other__

0
(0)

4

(.9)

-----------------
0

(0)

4

(1.0)

0

(0)

0
(0)

70%

Black

29

(7.4)

9

(2.0)

15

(10.1)

5

(1.3)

14

(5.7)

4

(7.4)

70%

White

33

4(8.4)

53

(12.0)

17

(11.5)

34

(8.7)

16

(6.6)

19

(35.2)

---
90% Up

White

9

(2.3)

--------------------------
241

(54.4)

7

(4.7)

228

(58.6)

2

( 8)

13

(24.1)

90% Up

Other

0

(0)

14

(3.2)

0

0.)

14

(3.6)

0

(0)

0
(0;

70-89%

Black

46

(11.7)

4

(.4)

17

(11.5)

0
(0)

29

(11.9)

2

(7.4)

70-89%

White

24

(6.1)

---------
60

(13.5)

-------------
19

(12.8)

58

(14.9)

5

(2.0)

2

(3.7)

70%

Other

3

(.8%

0
(0)

3

(2.0)

0

(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

No Predomi -

nate_ Race

27

(6.9)

TOTAL

392

46.9)

56
(12.6)

-----

9
(6.1)

44

(11.3)

18

(7.4)

1?
(22.2)

443

(53.1)

148

(27.6)

389
(72.4)

244

(01.9)

54

(18.1)



TABLE 02-3. Head Start Center Ethnic Composition by U'Ild's Ethnic Background (Count and (Percent))

Region

All

Regions

Northeast

Southwest,

West.

Child's
Ethnicity

Black

i:hite

Black

White

- - . _
90% Up
Black

137

(67.7)

1

( 4)

44
(44.4)

- - _ _ ^ - .
90% Up

°hite

0

(0)

120

(53.1)

0

(0)

- - - - _ -
90% Up
Other

0

(0)

4

(1.8)

0

(0)

- - -
70-89%

Black

38

(17.7)

16

(7.1)

-------------------
24

(24.2)

10

(5.0)

Center Ethnicity

- - - - ^ - - - - - - - - I- _ .
70-89% 70-89% 70%

White Other Black

2 0 11

(19) (0) (5.1)

37 2 3

(16.4) (.9) (3.5)

----------------
2 0 11

(2.0) (0) (11.1)

37 2 8

(18.5) (1.0) (4.0)

0 0 0

(0) (0) (0)

0 0 0

(0) (0) (0)

- _ _ _ - - _ _ _

70%

White

12

(5.6)

27

(11.9)

3

(3.0)

l8

(9.0)

9

(7.8)

9

(34.6)

- - - _
70%

Other

2

(.9)

1

(.4)

2

(2.0)

1

(.5)

0

(0)

0

(0)

- - - _ - .1 _ - _ - .

No Predoml-
nate Race-

13

(6.0)

10

(4.4)

-----
13

(13.1)

10

(5.0)

0

(0)

0

(0)

_ - _ - - - - -

TOTAL

215
(48.8)
-------

226

(51.2)

99

(33.1)
--------

200

(66.9)

116

(81.7)

26

(18.3)

0

(0)

93
(80.2)

1

(3.8)

IIG

(55.0)

0

(0)

10

(38.5)

4

(2.0)

Southwest

Black

White

0

(0)

0

(0)

14

(12.1)

6

(23A)
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T7.3LE Q2.4: Breakdowns of Child Outcomes (Means and Standard Deviations)

by Head Start Center Composition

90% Up
Black

(n=160)

CHILD OUTCOMES Xs
-Spell and Read -0.04 0.58

Words

Name Letters 0.06 0.98

Copy Marks -0.20 1.09

Letter Recogni- -0.10 1.34

Lion

Written Math 0 10 0.98

Oral Math I -0.05 1.0b

(Easy)

Oral Math II -0.18 0.90

(Difficult)

Counting 0.18 0.93

All American -0.07 0.94

Assertive 0.01 0.99

CENTER ETHNICITY

90% Up 90% Up 70-89% 70-89% 70-89% Less than Less than Less than No Major

White Other Black White Other 70% Black 70% White 70% Other Race

(n=138) (n=26) in=65) In=50) 1n=16) Inf25) (n=50) (n=13) Anf33)

isis; s X sxs Xs isX sX s
-0.18 0.67-0.16 0.84 -0.09 0.49-0.08 0.65-0.17 0.60-0.20 0.26 -0.04 0.57 -0.27 0.17 -0.23 0.30

-0.07 1.01 0.09 1.10 -0.29 1.05 -0.08 1.05 0.19 0.98 -0.14 1.07-0.01 1.06 -0.92 0.84 -0.53 0.98

-0.08 0.99 0.15 0.71 -0.05 1.10 -0.13 1.16 -0.17 0.86 -0.55 1.25 0.19 0.88 0.34 0.89 0.14 0.96

0.06 0.86 -0.081.68 -0.08 1.19 -0.14 1.17 -0.19 1.15 -0.30 1.3? 0.07 0.66 0.20 0.57 -0.09 0.71

-0.21 0.70 -0.570.38 -0.11 0.84 -0.08 0.91 -0.59 0.25 -0.25 0.38 u.15 1.14 -0.26 0.35 -0.37 0.42

-0.04 1.07 0.31 0.65 -0.12 1.11 -0.01 1.12 0.23 0.66 -Q.30 1.22 0.04 1.04 -0.76 1.41 -0.36 1.31

0.09 1.07 0.34 0.99 -0.18 1.01 -0.04 1.04 0.34 0.96 -0.40 1.00 -0.32 0.91 -0.66 0.84 0.01 0.94

-0.21 1.09 0.03 0.76 -0.16 1.05 -0.01 0.90 -0.08 0.79 -0.37 1.30 0.23 0.64 -0.31 2.09 0.11 1.10

-0.18 1.03 -0.10 1.05 -0.00 1.05 -6.19 0.88 1.15 0.41 0.01 0.82 -0.58 0.96 0.06 0.88 0.00 1.12

0.15 0.94 -0.09 0.89 -0.12 0.95 0.69 1.02 -0.130.34 0.34 0.82 0.14 1.29 -0.34 0.91 0.14 1.06



TABLE Q2.5. Breakdowns of Schaefer
Aggression Rating

Elementary

TYPE OF MATCH

Hostility/Tolerance
Scales by Type of Match

School Ethnicity

Hostility/Tolerance

and Bellar
of Preschool

n

Aggression

sn
-
x s

-
x

Black Child
Segregated to less than Segregated
or Minority Status

27 9.26 4.36 30 10.27 6.45

Black Child 4 9.50 3.42 4 7.75 4.79

Integrated to Minority Status

White Child 7 9.14 2.73 8 9.12 5.89

IP Minority to Majority Status

White Child 3 :0.67 2.08 4 6.00 1.63

Majority to Minority Status

Black or White Child 17 8.53 3.16 16 6.94 3.42

Changed to an Integrated Setting

Black Child 100 8.69 4.97 99 8.05 6.00

Matched Environment

White Child 118 9.52 4.57 118 9.20 6.16

Matched Environment

75

l'



TABLE Q2.6. 3reakdowns of Measures of Parental Expectations for their Children

by Head Start Center Ethnic Composition

90% Up

Black

90% Up
White

;sxsxs
90% Up
Other

70-89%

Black

CENTER FTIIMICllY

70-89% 70-89% Less than Less than Less than No Major

White Other 70% Black 70% White 70% Other Race

x s x s x s x s x s z s
s

Parental Expectations

How well will kid do 2.97 0.72 2.73 0.16 3.00 0.59 2.79 0.78 2.84 0.75 3.00 0.84 2.91 0.97 2.73 (1.69 2.70 0.48 3.15 0.83

In school?

How far will kid do
in school?

2.87 0.98 2.70 0.82 2.89 0.96 2.57 0.84 2.67 0.82 2.88 0.93 2.55 0.89 2.51 0.86 2.00 0.00 2.79 0.82

Kid's ability com-

pared to others?

2.21 0.43 2.21 0.55 2.22 0.43 2.24 0.57 2.36 0.49 2.50 0.51 2.23 0.61 2.16 6.53 2.10 0.32 2.44 0.56

0
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TABlf Q2.7. Frequencies of locus of Control as Perceived by Parents of Head Start Children

Illustated by Center Ethnic Composition

Locus of Control

Related to Life in
General

Internal

External

Related to School

Internal

External

CENIIR 171111111TY

90% Up 90% Up 903 Up 70-89% 70-09% 70-09% Less than Less than Less thao No Major

_Black_ White Other Black _White Other 70% Blatt. 70X White 70% Other _Race IOTAL

71 93 9 37 30 11 13 34 5 23 339

45 21 8 20 4 6 7 9 3 5 128

92 106 14 48 37 17 17 37 5 23 396

28 2 3 6 3 1 4 1 3 1 52



TABLE Q2.8. Breakdowns of Measures of Parental Attitudes Toward School

(Means and Standard Deviations) by Head Start Center Composition

CENTER ETHNICITY

Parental

Attitudes

90% Up
Biack

(nf88)

x s

90%
White
(n=69)

x

Up 90% Up

Other
(n=13)

70-89%

Black
(n=41)

70-89%
White
(n=22)_

x s

70-89%
Other
An=14)__

x s

Less than
70% Black
_(n=17)

x s

Less than
70% White
(n=34)

Less than
70% Other
(n=3)

No Major
Race

_11E14)

s .ii s x s
isi5is

School' Negativism 0.58 1.29 -0.39 0.50 0.34 1.46 0.14 1.02 -0.30 1.05 -0.10 0.60 -0.05 0.80 -0.27 0.69 0.56 0.70 0.11 1.27

Value of Education 0.30 0.92 -0.31 1.03-0.21 0.58 0.40 0.81 -0.16 1.14 -0.30 0.70 0.11 0.81 -0.20 0.95 0.12 0.73-0.240.89

Education as Upward 0.22 0.82 -0.11 1.05 0.37 0.79 0.51 0.78 -0.43 0.91 -0.05 1.14 0.33 0.97 0.33 0.85 0.68 0.58 0.12 1.19

Social aditionalism
for Children

0.22 1.06 -0.10 0.96-0.000.97 -0.07 1.04 -0.24 0.81 -0.31 1.03 -0.32 1.28 0.08 0.99 -1.420.38 -0.01 0.86

Positive Perception

of Teachers

-0.08 1.12 0.22 0.70 0.011.13 -0.18 1.15 0.26 0.73 -0.19 0.97 -0.00 1.22 0.20 0.76 0.560.16 -0.07 094
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Question 2: Ethnic, Composition 21 Staff Participating in

Head Start

The original analysis of the distribution of staff eth-

nicity within staff positions indicated an almost equal

representation of Black and White staff (47.3% and 44.4%

respectively), and the ethnic compositions were generally

equal at all staff levels. However, the degree to wnich

there is ethnic representativeness across staff levels

within centers was not addressed. It is therefore the task

of this secondary evaluation to examine the data relevant to

th07:issue of ethnic representation within centers at all

leielz; of staffing.

1

To what extent are staff with different ethnic back-

grounds represented at the staff level within indivi-

dual centers?

j

Although there are relatively equal percentages of BIZ:CAS

and Whites found at all levels of center staffing in the

total group of centers, when staff ethnicities of individual

centers are examined, three-fourths of these centers tend to

be composed of 80 to 100 percent of a single ethnic group.

For those centers which have a racial/ethnic mix at

the staff leiel, are there systematic patterns of eth-

nic staffing or do different ethnic staff tend to be

distributed across all levels (e.g., supervisor,

teacher, aide)?

The composition of staff within individual centers tends

to be of a single ethnic group across all staff levels . In

tenters where some racial/ethnic mix of staff does occur,

there is no systematic pattern of ethnic staffing. There

are occasional instances of White teachers working witn

Black aides, or Black teachers workig with White aides.

tj
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iAre there systematic patterns of ethnic staffing

across types of sponsorship?

Centers under the auspice of local Community Action Agen-

cies (CAA's) utilize staffs with a great variation in

racial/ethnic mix, while public school operated centers tend

to utilize White staffs and the remaining centers tend to

employ Black staffs.

Does the staff composition generally match the ethnic

composition of the Head Start children for individual

centers? Do those centers without a match tend to be

located in any particular region or in any community

type?

J

There is a strong consistent match between the ethnic

composition of staff and children in individual centers in

this sample. Where non matches do occur, the typical situa-

tion is of an ethnically integrated staff serving either an

all Black or all White grolp of children. A few instances

of non match between staff and children showed an all White

staff serving a mixed group of children. These few non

matches are not systematically found in any particular

region or community type.

Technical Discussion

Initial analyses examined the racial/ethnic mix of the

ethnic staff within a particular center. Approximately two

thirds of the Head Start centers had staff ethnicity data.

A composite staff ethnicity variable was created by calcu-

lating the proportion of Black, White and Other ethnic staff

members across all levels of staffing, and classifying the

center into one of four categories: (1) predominantly black

- 80 -
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(70% of more Black staff) (2) predominantly White (70% or

more White staff) , (3) predominantly Other (70% or more

Hispanic, Native American, Asian staff), and (4) no predomi-

nant race (less than 70% of any particular race) . it should

be noted that this staff ethnicity variable was not calcu-

lated on full time equivalent staffing but on the basis of

information provided by the project director with respect to

ethnicity of all the staff members. Table Q3.1 shows the

number of centers classified in each category.

It appears that while the number of Blacks and Whites

found at all levels of center staffing combined is almost

equal for the entire sample, when individual center staff

ethnicity is examined, quite another picture emerges. Of

the 67 centers having staff ethnic:Ay data, almost three-

fourths of these centers had staffs composed primarily of a

single ethnic group. Thirteen of these centers were 90 per-

cent or more White and nine centers had 90 percent or more

Black staff members.

Table Q3.2 displays the distribution of staff ethnicity

within staff positions. The ethnic composition at each

staff level for individual centers was classified into the

same four categories as those of the composite staff ethnic-

ity variable. The number of centers having a predominant

ethnic group at any one staff position was considerably

greater than the numbers of centers having racially balanced

staffing at a particular position. Only 43 centers provided

ethnic information on their supervisory staff with almost

one-half (48.8%) having predominantly Black supervising

staffs. ?ifteen centers employed predominantly White super-

visory staffs while seven centers were supervised by staff

with some ethnic balance. Generally this trend continues at

all staff levels. The proportion of centers having predomi-

nantly Black or White teaching staff is relatively equal

(37.3% and 34.3% respectively), while the proportion of cen-

ters utilizing predominately Black aides is slightly higher

than those using predominantly White aides (44.8% aria 34.3%

- 81 -
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respectively). The proportions of centers having no p%edom-

inant race at each of the three staff levels, supervisor,

teacher, and aide remain relatively low (16.3%, 22.4A and

16.4% respectively) compared to the proportion of centers

employing staff generally composed of one racial group.

These percentages, however, do not examine totally the

degree to which there is ethnic representativeness across

staff levels within centers.

In order to examine the ethnic staffing patterns of a

particular center, the ethnicity of staff at all three lev-

els must be examined concurrently. Table Q3.3 displays the

ethnic composition of the total staff by the ethnic catego-

ries for each staff level. As one might expect, those cen-

terewith a composite staff of one predominant ethnic group
r.`17

have a large proportion of members of that ethnic group at

each level of staffing. Those centers with 70 percent or

more of Black staff members will tend to have Black supervi-

sors, Black teachers, Black aides, while those centers with

predominantly White staffS will tend to have White stall at

each staffing level. However, there were 8 centers in

whose composite staff no ethnic group was dominant. Half of

these mixed centers were composed of ethnically mixed staff

within each of the staff levels (i.e., supervisory, teach-

ing, aide) and half (9) were composed of staff which were

homogeneous within level but mixed across levels. Thus,

only 9 centers in this sample were ethnically mixed at the

level of professional status.

Overall, it appears that the ethnic composition of the

staff within individual centers tends to be homogeneous and

that this ethnic configuration is apparent at all staff lev-

els. if the staff is pltmarily Black then the supervisors,

teachers, and aides will tend to be Black. The same phe-

nomena occurs in centers with predominantly White staffs.

In centers where some racial/ethnic mix does occur, there

are some instances where White teachers are working with

Black aides, or Black teachers are working with White aides.



However, -because of the relatively small number of centers

in this category' it is not possible to aiscern any pattern

to these figures.

Table Q3.4 displays the ethnic/racial mix of center staff

members within each region. Those centers which had a pre-

dominantly White staff were located almost exclusively in

the Northeast and the West. Centers staffed primarily by

Blacks were found in all regions but with a large proportion

found in the Southeast. Two of the three centers primarily

staffed by Hispanics, Native Americans, or Asian wege

located in the Southwest with the third center found in the\

Northeast. Centers having some ethnic/racial staff composi-

tion balance are scattered in all regions but are located

predominantly in the Northeast. It is clear tnat regional

variation in the nix of staff members within centers is a

property of this sample of centers. Therefore, the poten-

tial for confounding this staff mix with regional factors is

present here as it has been with the other sample character-

istics which have been distributed by region.

With respect to type of agency operating the center,

there appears to be some systematic variation in staff

racial/ethnic mix. The racial/ethnic mix of 67 centers dis-

tributed by center auspices is presented 1.n Table

Centers under the auspice of local Community Action Agen-;ies

have great variation in the mix of their staff. Predomi-

nantly Black or White staffs are found in 27.7 and 41.7 per-

cent of the CAA centers, respectively, while racially

balanced staffs are employed in 25 percent of these centers.

Centers operated by public schools generally have staffs

that.are either predominantly White or balanced. Nonprofit

centers are either predominantly Black or balanced. The

college sponsored centers in the present sample have all

Black staff. These findings need to be put into context in

order to be fully understood. The ethnic mix of the staff

in the centers of this sample vary by region and by the aus-

pices under which they operate. However, in more than three

1 6
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quarters of the centers, the ethnic mix of the staff closely

matches the ethnic population of the children regardless of

where the center is located and in most cases, regardless of

the auspices of the center (Table Q3.6) .

Thus, the finding that children and staff within indivi-

dual centers tend strongly to have the same ethnic back-

grounds, cannot be accounted for by either regional factors

or the auspices of the center. Indeed, the findings pre-

sented in Table Q3.6 underestimate the extent to which there s,

is a ethnic match between staff and children. Of the 13

centers in this Table in which a match is reported not to be

found, 11 centers are actually composed of one mixed group

(either children cc staff) and one partially mixed group.

Conclusions

There seems little doubt that most Head Start children

are attending centersin which almost all of the other chil-

dren and almost all of the stidik_are from the same ethnic

background. The most likely explanation of this sitm,tion

is that Head Start centers reflect the character of the

neighborhoods which the7 serve. Head Start has not been any

more successful than any other agency in federal, state, or

local government, to create mixed environments, and it has

been (if the present figures accurately reflect the true

state of Head Start centers) somewhat less successful than

some other agencies. This is probably because Head Start

has made such an effort to reflect local community desires

rather than impose standards of ethnic mix. It is unfoLtu-

nate that there is so little of a mix for children at this

age for at least the reason that it is impt.rtant to deter-

mine if the problems of mixing children in public schools

could be eased by starting the mix in preschool. However,

there are not enough data in the present study to come to

grips with this problem. We conclude that Head start cen-

ters, regardless of region or auspices, reflect the ethnic

composition of the neighborhoods they serve in terms of the

children and staff who participate.
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TABLE Q3.1

STAFF ETHNICITY

Staff Ethnicity N Percent

Predominantly Black (70% or more) 26 38.8%

Pred6minantly White (70% or more) 20 29.8%

Predoninantly Other (70% or more 3 4.5%

No Predominant Race (less than 70%) 18 26.9%

Total Number of Centers 67 100.0%

TABLE Q3.

ETHNICITY BY STAFF LEVELS

STAFF LEVEL

ETHNICITY SUPERVISORS TEACHERS AIDES

Predominant1S, Black (/0% or more) 48.8% (21) 37.3% (25) 44.8% (30)

Predominantly White (70% or more) 34.9% (15) 34.3% (23) 34.3% (23)

Predominantly Other (70% or mcre) 0.0% (0) 6.0% (4) 4.5% (3)

No Predominant Race (less than 70%) 16.3% (7) 22.4% (15) 16.4% (11)

Total Number of Centers 43 67 67



TABLE Q3.3

STAFF ETHNICITY BY S1AIF LEVELS

Supervisor Ethnicity
Teacher Ethnicity Aide Ethnicity

Staff Ethnicity Black
(>70%)

White

(?/O%)

No Major

Race
(<70%)

Missing

Ethnicity Black
(>70%)

White
(>70%)

Other
(>70%)

No Major
Race

(<70%)

Black

(>70%)

White

(>70%)

Other

(>70%)

No Major
Race

(<70%)

Black (?./01) 17 I 2 6 23 0 0 3 24 1 0 1

White (?7O%) 0 9 I 10 1 18 0 1 1 113 0. 1

.other (?7O%) 0 0 0 3 0 ) 2 0 0 0 3 0

No Major NICC 4 5 4 5 I 4 2 1) 5 4 0 9

Number of Centers 21 lb 7 24 25 23 4 15 30 23 3 11



TABLE Q3.4

STAFF ETHNICITY BY REGION

REGION

Staff Ethnicity Northeast Southeast Southwest West Total

Predominantly Black (70% or more) 3 12 4 7 26

Predominantly White (70% or more) 10 3 0 7 20

Predominantly Other (70% or more) 1 0 2 0 3

No Predominant Race (less than 70%) 9 3 3 3 18

Total Number of Centers 23 18 9 17 67

TABLE Q3.5

0

10

STAFF ETHNICITY BY AUSPICES

AUSPICES

Staff Ethnicity

Local

CAA

Public
School

Non-
Profit

College
or Univ. Other Total

Predominantly Black (70% or more)

Predooinantly White (70% or more)

Predominantly Other (70% or more)

No 'redominant Race (less than 70%)

10

15

2

1

4

1

4

5

1

0

4

4

0

0

0

6

0

0

1

26

20

3

18

Total Number of Centers 36 10 10 4 7 67
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TABLE 0.6

MATCH OF STAFF ETHNICITY AND
CHILD ETHNICITY IN H. S. CENTER

Staff Ethnicity

Predominantly
Black

(70% or more)

Ethnic Composition of Center

Predominantly
White

(70% or more)
...

Predominantly
Other

(70% or more)

No Predominant
Races

(Less than 70%)

Center
Ethnicity
Missing

Predominantly Black (70% or wore) 1E1*
0 0 0 8

Predominantly-White (70% or more) U 12* 0 7

Predominantly Other (70% or more) 0 0
1 0

No Predominant Race (Less than 70%) -4 1
0 1* 6

Total Number of Centers
22 13 2 15 )5

* Indicates "close" match of staff ethnicity and child ethnicity in center.



TABLE Q3.7

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF H.S. CENTER CHILDREN

ETHNICITY OF STAFF BLACK WHITE OTHER
k

M\ IXED MISSING TOTAL

SUPERVISORS

/
.

,.

Black - 15% . 0 0 1 5 21

White 2 6* 0 6 1 15

Mixed 0 0 0 3* 4 7

Missing 5 7 2 5 5 24

TEACHERS

Black 16* 0 0 1 8 25

White 0 12* 1 6 4 23

Other 0 0 1* 3 0 4

Mixed 6 1 0 5* 3 15

AIDES

Black 16* 1 0 1 12 30

White 2 12* 0 8 1 23

Other 0 0 2* 1 0 3

Mixed 4 0 0 5* 2 11

,

TOTAL STAFF

Black 18* 0 0 0 8 26

White 0 12* 0 7 1 20

Other . 0 0 2* 1 0 3

Mixed '4 1 0 7* 6 18

TOTAL NUMBER OF 22 13 2 15 15 67

CENTERS

* Indicates match between ethnic composition of staff and ethnic composition of

children attending Head Start Center.
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Question 4: Head Start Center Auspices
.1

The Head Start programs sampled in the transition study

were sponsored by Community Action Agencies, Nonprofit Lgen-

cies, Public' Schools, College, Religious organizations, and

others. In this project, the relationship of auspices with

center programs, parent attitudes and behaviors, and child

outcomes are considered.

I

Are center auspices distributed equally in all regions

of the country?

No. Centers sponsored by Community kction Agencies Are

fount. in all regions and in all community types (Table

Q4.1) . Although they are generally in the majority, it is

in t e Southeastern section of the country where they

accon.t for a minority of centers. Public schools sponsor

Head tarts in all regions but are found only in the medium

and large cities in these regions and not found at all in

small towns or rural areas. The remaining sponsors are

found in very restricted segments of the country.

I

IAre there major differences in the family background

Iof the participants across different program sponsor-

1

ships?

I

There are significant differences in the socio-economic

status of parents enrolling their children in Head Start

Centers under different auspices. Higher per capita incomes

are found for parents with children in centers operated Ly

CAA's and religious or nonprofit groups, while lower per

capita incomes are found for parents with children enrolled

in centers run by colleges or universities or the public

schools. This pattern, however, also reflects differences

in socio-economic status associated with different regaohs

of the country. Very few CAA sponsored centers are found in



the Southeast and no religious groups from that region

emerged in the sample. Conversely all of the university

based centers are in the Southeast whereas most of the non-

profit agencies are located in regions with generally higher

incomes than in the southeast. It is likely that the aus-

pices of the cente which a child is enrolled is deter-

ined by the regional conditions in which the child lives

rather than by any choice process of parents or centers.

I

1
I

Are there variations in program activities in centers

under different sponsorships?

To a small extent, centers sponsored by Community Action

Agencies are equally divided among those which emphasize

academic activities, those which emphasize social activi-

ties, and those which,emphasize dramatic/expressive play.

However, among centers sponsored by public schools, half

emphasize social activities and the other half have no dis-

cernible activity emphasis. There is not enough data to

reliably describe the activity emphases in the centers spon-

sored by other agencies.

Are there differences in staffing patterns across dif-

ferent types of sponsorship?

The racial/ethnic mix of staff in CAA operated centers

were very diverse with comparable numbers of these centers

having predominantly White staffs, predominantly Black

staffs, or staffs with some racial balance. Centers spon-

sored by public schools had either predominantly White

staffs, or racially balanced staffs. Centers under the aus-

pices of colleges or universities or unspecified auspices,

all of which were located in the Southeast, were staffed by

Blacks.

U ,)
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Are there differences in staff and parent training
I

across different types of auspices? i

I

There is very little variation among center sponsorships

with regard to teacher or parent training opportunities.

Regardless of the type of sponsorship, both teachers and

parents had opportunities to attend inservice teaching ses-

sions by supervisors or consultants. Teachers also had the

opportunity to attend classes at lOcal colleges to better

their teaching skills.

Are there differences in child outcomes in programs

under different sponsorship?

There is no discernible effect on any of the academic or

affective outcomes associated with the auspices of the Head

Start centers.

Are there differences in parental attitudes toward 1

schools across different, types of sponsorships?

Parents with children enrolled in 'enters operated by

colleges or unspecified auspices tend to have a more nega-

tive attitude toward school. This pattern probably reflects

some regional differences since all centers in this group

are found in the Southeast. Generally, the attituaeE c)f.

parents toward schools do not differ significantly across

types of sponsorship.



Are there differences in parent educational aspira-

tions and expectations for their children across dif- I

ferent types of sponsorship?

There is no difference in parents' perceptions of their

child's ability or performance in school with respect to

different types of sponsorship. However, parents with chil-

dren enrolled in public school operated centers tend to have

somewhat lower educational aspirations for their children.

Do teachers' perceptions of Head Start children differ

under different types of sponsorship?

No. Although public school teachers' perceptions (sumhar-

ized in the two scales called "All American" and "Assertive-

ness") differentiates sharply between children who go to

Head Start and those who attended other preschools (oz uo

preschool at all), these perceptions are not at all differ-

entiated by the sponsorship under which the Head Start chil-

dren attended preschool.

Action

Is ierent involvement different in Head

different sponsorships?

Starts unuer
1

Yes. Parents whose children attended

Agency or public school sponsored

either Community

centers tend to

participate at the Head Seart center or talk with their

children's teachers more often than parents who attendees

centers under other kinds of sponsorship.



Technical piscussion

A number of issues have been posed relative to the spon-

sorship of Head Start center programs. The Head Start pro-

grams sampled in the transition study were sponsored by Com-

munity Action Agencies (CAA), nonprofit groups, public

schools, colleges, religious organizations and others. Sev-

eral issues will be examined comparing Head Start center

programs under different program auspices.

Table Q4.1 displays the distributions of program auspices

found in each region and community type. It should be

stated at the outset that breakdown of auspices by community

type do not match those reported in the initial transition

study. Categories of community types used in this analysis

were taken directly from the center questionnaire. The tour

categories used are: (1) Rural or open country, (2) Small

town (2,500-25,000), (3) Medium city (25,000-100,000) ana

(4) Large city (over 100,000) . The initial transition study

utilized three categories: (1) Rural (less than 10,00U),

(2) Small town (10,000- 50,000) and (3) Urban (over 50,000) .

Almost two-thirds (64.6%) of the respondents to the Head

Start center survey indicated their center was under the

sponsorship of a Community Action Agency. The centers under

CAA auspices were found in all regions and community types.

Centers under the auspices of public schools were founu in

all regions but concentrated in medium or large cities. Tne

majority of centers operated by nonprofit groups were in the

West. College sponsored centers were located only in small

town communities in the Southeast, while religious organiza-

tions operated centers in medium sized cities in the Nor-

theast. Those centers-classified in the "other" category of

sponsorship were found only in the So.theast, primarily In

smaller or medium sized cities. it appears that only two

categories of auspices, CAA and public school sponsorship

have reasonable distributions across the four regional clas-

sifications.



Center characteristics including staffing patterns and

staff and parent training were examined with respect to au3-

pices. It should be recalled that the rural/ethnic mix of

staff in CAA operated centers was very diverse with a com-

parable number of centers having predominantly White staffs,

predominantly black staffs, or staffs with some racial

balance. Centers under the auspices of public schools

tended to have either predominantly White staffs or racially

balanced staffs, while the staffs of non profit group cen-

ters were predominantly Black or racially balanced. Centers

under the auspices of colleges and universities or other

types of auspices, all of which were located in the South-

east, were generally staffed by Blacks.

To provide a clearer picture of personnel within each

type of sponsorship, the type of teacher and parent training

opportunities offered in the centers was related to center

auspices. Three categories of auspices were used in this

analysis: (1) public schools, (2) local CAA (3) all other

types of auspices. There is very little variation among

center sponsorships with regard to teacher or parent train-

ing opportunities. Table Q4.2 indicates that regardless of

the type of sponsorship, both teachers and parents has the

opportunity to receive inservice training by supervisors or

consultants, or to attend lectures by specialists. Teachers

also had the opportunity to attend classes off erea Dy local

colleges to wetter their teaching skills. it should Le

noted that these results were produced from answers receivea

from qustionnaires submitted to center directors and reflect

only the form of the training provided and not the content.

In addition to staffing patterns and training opportuni-

ties,

public school operated centers showed some slight variation

from this pattern. Half of the public school centers

95

ties, program activities were examined with respect to cen-

ter auspices. As reported earlier, the most striking Lola-

ing was that all three program activity categories were

found with equal frequency among the CAA centers. However,

v- -
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strongly emphasized social activities, while half of tnese

centers did not emphasize this kind of a program. Once

again, these variations seem to be determined by regional

factors rather than anything intrinsic to the centers.

Additional issues pertaining to auspices necessitated the

aggregation of parental data to center level. In order to

insure some stability on the measures only centers having at

least five valid responses to the variable in question were

included in the analyses. Because of the great reduction in

the sample size, the reader should be alerted to reaaih cau-

tious when making generalizations regarding these data.

Measures of family background, parental attitudes and expec-

tations, as well as indices of parent involement were aggre-

gated to center level to provide additional insight into

differences across program sponsorship.

Table Q4.3 presents means by type of auspices for two

family background measures, per capita income and mothers'

education. From this aggregation, it appears that centers

under the auspices of local community action agencies serve

parents from slightly higher socio-economic statuses.

Parental attitudes toward school and their perceptions of

their child's aspirations and expectatLonsN are found in

Tables Q4.4 and Q4.5, respectively. It appears that there

is ve7.1T little difference in attitudes, aspirations and

expectations when they are distributed within auspices.

Those parents with children enrolled in Head Start centers

not operated by CAA's or public schools tend to have a more

negative attitude toward school, but the very small number

of such centers precludes any real confidence in such a

finding.

Parent involvement at the Head Start center is consider-

ably higher for centers run by public schools and by locui

CAA's as evidenced in Table Q4.6. Parents in these two

types of centers tend to help out almost once a month while

parent participation at other centers is less than 4 times a

year. Parents with children enrolled in local CAA operated

centers tend to visit the teacher more frequently.
1

-)
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Conclusions

The auspices under which a Head Start center is opera tea

is an issue of major significance to all levels of policy

makers. It makes a great deal of sense to try to determine

the differential characteristics of centers under different

auspices and to attempt an estimate of the differential

effects on parents and children of these differences in

operational support. Based on the present findings, tne

auspices of the center does not appear in itself, to be an

important causal factor in any of the processes surrounaing

Head Start. It is more reasonable to consider the auspices

which emerge locally to be the consequence of local condi-

tions within which a Head Start program is established.

These are probably the same local conditions which contri-

bute to parent attitudes and behaviors along with child per-

formance. Although there are a few differences in the

events which take place in centers under different auspices

and a few differences in the kinds of parents who sena tneit

children to different kinds of centers, the most likely

explanation of these phenomena has to do with center locale

and local conditions of education and politics which contri-

-bute to the emergence of one or another kind of delegate

agency.

The potential policy implications of this explanation are

important enough to warrent further consideration. It

should be noted that although the findings indicate that the

events which take place for children in centers do not

reflect the kind of auspices under which the center is oper-

ating, there are two reasons why this is a misleading

interpretation. The first reason is that the auspices of

the center are confounded with region in this sample.

Should there truly be differences between centers operated,

for example, by CAAs compared to centers operated by public

schools, such differences could not be observed in the pLe-

sent study.
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For example, CAA, nonprofit, and public school delegate

agencies are found in almost every region of the country,

but in quite different proportions. The CAA agencies are

found disproportionately in the Northeast, Southwest, and

West and are underrepresented in the Southeast (which is the

least affluent section of the country). The nonprofit

groups are disproportionately found in the West and are not

found in other sections of the country to any appreciable

degree. Public schools as delegate agencies are found about

equally distributed in all sections of the country except ill

the Northeast where they are not found in proportion to

their numbers. Obviously there is some tendency for some

agencies to be easier to establish in some regions than in

others, but each kind of agency is found in some numbers lb

almost all regions. The reasons for these distributions

undoubtedly have to do with the local political situation

which is in part unique to each site and, in part a reflec-

tion of unique xeoional factors. What is important, now-

ever, is that the activities in, the centers, the rates of

parental participation in the center, the SES of families

served, cut across the kinds of agencies in each region and

reflect local and regional dynamics rather than auspices,

per se. Wherever there seems to be a systematic relation-

ship between the auspices of the center and other center or

parent characteristics, those relationships exist because

the auspices vary across the regions. For example, linen

both CAA and public school agencies are located in the same

region they have Head Start centers with very similar pro-

grams, serve the same kinds of parents who have the same

kind of attitudes and incomes, and provide similar kinds ot_

training to the staff. When the region shifts the centers

of both kinds of agencies shift their characteristics

accordingly.

The second reason why the findings are misleading is that

the sample itself is of such a nature as to preclude gener-

alization to any other groups of centers. The original sam-

ple of centers was selected to be representative of centers



in the nation and, with attrition, they can be considered to

40
be close to representative. But the kindergartens which

were selected as representative of those serving Head Start

children are not at all representative of the population.

They are simply some of the kindergartens located in the

S. same general neighborhoods as the centers and are, at best,

serving the most stable Head Start families. The Head Start

children selected for the study were those ,found in these

kindergarten classrooms and whose Head Start centers could

4V
be identified. In almost 50 percent of the centers. fewer

than five of their graduates could be found in the public

schools or found with enough data to analyze. These centers

were rejected for analysis of child and parent data. Thus,

4P the centers which were included in the analysis of the

effects of auspices were reduded by eliminating a group of

centers which have had a highly mobile group of families to

serve. Further, many centers were included in the analysis

40 when as few as 5, 6, or 7 of their graduates could be found.

It is known that the mean enrollment of these centers is

approximately 50 children (with an average of 3 classes of

about 16 children per class). Thus, a number of centers

40 were represented by 10 to 14 percent of their graduates.

This can be an acceptable number for a small sample it tbct

sample was selected on some basis. Unfortunately, these

children were not selected on a sampling basis. It was ear-

her decided in this study that centers which were to be

represented by five children would be acceptable for tne

analysis, but the instability of findings based on such

inclusion standards must be kept in mind.

The critical issue is the loss of centers from the analy-

sis of parent and child data from the several categories of

auspices. We are particularly interested in the CAA and

public school categories. The original sample of centerA

(130 were sampled from the national list of centers) was

sent questionnaires about the resources, facilities, staff,

activities, and children. Of these, 99 finally provided

completed forms, of which 64 were CAA centers and 10 were
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public school centers. The analysis of center aorta is

generally based on this figure. However, when the kinder-

gartens serving these centers were found and the Heaa Start

children in these kindergartens identified and tested, ana

the inclusion criterion of 5 or more children per center was

applied, the number of available centers dropped drasti-

cally. There was a loss of 60 to 70 percent of the public

school centers (from 10 to 3 or 4 centers depending upon tne

information involved) and a loss of 60 to 80 percent of the

CAA centers (from 64 to 12-21 centers depending coon the

information involved). Taus, the finding that parents whose

children went to a public school sponsored Head Start had a

very slightly different perception of kindergarten teachers

than parents who sent their cnildren to CAA sponsored Head

Starts, is based on 4 public school centers against 12 CAA

centers and these two groups of centers were generally found

in different regions of the country. The same situation

exists for all comparisons of centers grouped by auspices

when the data compared are parent or children data aggre-

gated to center level. It should be noted that many ana-

lyses of parent and children data were accomplished in this

study at the individual level which then involved hundreds

of cases. However, this kind of analysis coul6 not logi-

cally support examination of center properties.

We conclude that the finding of no real effects of aus-

pices or differences in auspices of centers of Head Start is

only relevant to the group of centers included in this study

and cannot be generalized to the policy level. It would not

be appropriate to draw any policy implications from these

findings. It is appropriate, however, to reiterate the very

powerful finding that regional variables carry most of the

important sources of variability in tne con4rast of Beau

Start children to other children. Local site and regional

factors contain most of the reasons why the present finci.ips

have been generated and until more is known about these

local factors, it is not likely that there will be any mean-

ingful advances in knowledge of the extent to wa ich and bow



Head Start has an influence in the lives of children ana

their families.



usjices

MILE Q4.1

AUSPICES BY REGION AND BY COMMUNITY TYPE

REGION COMMUNITY TYPE

Small Medium Large

Total Northeast Southeast Southwest West Rural Town City Cit

NIN%N%N%N% N % N %

Local CAA 64 64.6 28 8u.0 6 27.3 10 83.3 20 66.7 15 23.4 zil 37.5 16 25.0 5 7.8

Non Profit 11 11.1 3 8.6 1 4 5 0 0.0 i 23.3 0 0.0 2 18.2 5 45.5 4 36.4

Public School 10 10.1 2 5.7 3 13.6 2 16:7 3 10.0 0 0.0 1 10.0 5 50.0 4 40.0

Non-specified 0 8.1 0 0.0 8 36.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 62.5 3 37.5 0 0.0

College 4 4.0 0 0.0 4 18.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Religious Org. 2 2.0 2 5.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0

Totals 99 35 22 12 30 15 36 31

NOTE: 4 local CAA missing Community Type.
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Auspices

Local CM

Public School

Other Auspices

4

TABLE Q4.2

AUSPICES BY TEACHER AND PARENT TRAINING

TEACHER TRAINING/
PARENT TRAINING

2

Inservice Inservice Univ. Univ. Lectures Classes

Supervisor Consultant 11 Weeks 1 Week Specialists At School

Inservice Inservice Univ. Univ. Lectures Classes

Supervisor Consultant 8 Weeks 1 Week Swcialists At School

63 b0 10 14 55 49 53 48 4 5 50 10

10 9 I 2 b 10 8 8 0 0 7 3

24 21 1 8 19 19 26 19 0 4 17 7

91 90 12 24 80 18 81 /5 4 9 74 20

/Dared on n = 98 Local CAA (64) Public School (16) Other (24)

28ased on n a 91 Local CAA (60) :ublic School (9) Other (22)



TABLE Q4.3

FAMILY BACKGROUND BY AUSPICES -

PER CAPITA INCOME MOTHER'S EDUCATION

NMean N Mean

Public Schools $1,259 (4) 10.09

Local CAA 51,506 (21) 11.23

Other Auspices 51,356 161 10.69

Total 51,445 (31) 11.02

TABLE Q4.4 4

PARENTAL ATTUNES BY AUSPICES

Education

School Value of' As Upward

Negativism Education Mobility

Social

Traditionalism
For Children

Positive
Perception
Of Teacher

Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N

Public Schools -0.C2 :, (3) -0.13 (3) 0.30 (3) -0.03 (3) 0.27 (3)

Local CAA 0.03 (12) -0.02 (12) 0.03 (12) -0.08
----

(12) 0.09 (12)

Other Auspices 0.44 (2) 0.18 (2) 0.28 (2) 0.29 (2) 0.13 (2)

0.07 (17) -0.01 (17) 0.11 (17) -0.03 (17) 0.13 (17)



TABLE Q4.5

PARENTAL EXPECTATIONS BY AUSPICES

Ability' Performance
2 Aspiration'

Mean N Mean N Mean N

Public Schools 2.18 (4) 2.84 '(.4) 2.29 (4)

Local CAA 2.26 (28) -2.81 (29) 2.73 (26)

Other Auspices 2.17 (6) 3.03 (6) 2.87 (6)

Total 2.24 (38) 2.85 (39) 2.70 (36)

'Ability (1) Below Ave. (2) Average (3) Above Ave.

2
Performance (1) Poor (2) Average (3) Good (4) Excellent

3
Aspiration (1) Finish 8th grade (2) H. S. Diploma (3) 2 yr. College

(4) 4 yr. College

TABLE Q4.6

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT BY AUSPICES

Help At Talk With Involvement

Head Start' Teacher With Parents2

Mean N Mean N Mean

Public Schools 2:52 (4) 1.52 (6) 2.16 (4)

'Locaj. CAA 2.75 (29) 2.26 (34) 2.24 (27)

Other Auspices - 1.91 (5) 1.76 (7) 2.34 (6)

Total : 2.59 (39) 2.09 (47) 2.25 (37)

1

1
H,Ilp at H.S. (1) Less than 4 times a year (2) 4 times a year

(3) once a month (4) twice a month (5) once a week

2 Involvement with parents (I) t or less (2) once every 1 or 2

months (3) twice a month (4) once a week

- 1Q5_- 1.2;.2



Question 5: Parent Involvement in Head Start

One of the major components of all Head Start programs is

parent involvement. This project focused on tour measures

of parent involvement: (1) parent involvement at the Head

Start Center, (2) parent involvement with the child's

teacher, (3) parent involvement with other parents, and (4)

parent involvement wi.th the child in the home. These mea-

sures have been examined in relation to several characteris-

tics of Head Start families and Head Start Centers.

Do the patterns of parent involvement vary according 1

I

to family background? I

I

1

Ethnicity and socio-economic status are related to cer-

tain-indices of parent involvement. White parents tend to

participate in Head Start 'activities and talk with their

child's teacher/More often than Black parents. Black

ents, -especially those of first graders in the Southeast,

tend to help their children with school work more Ire-

guenctly. Parents with higher socio-economic status, as

evidenCed by per capita income and mother's education, tend

to help at the Head Start Center and talk with their child's

teacher more often than those of lower socio-economic sta-

tus. Family configuration, including the size of the family

and the number of adults in the home', as well as the employ-

ment status of parents fail to show a relationship with any

of the indices of parent involvement.

r
ii

What is the relationship between the type and fre-

quency of parent involvement in Head Start and par-

ent's attitude toward school?

Parents with a negative school attitude who believe they

could do little to improve the school tend to be less

involved in Heat Start. However, children of parents with a



negative school attiVxde tend to ask for more help from

parents in the home.

Do the patterns'of parent involvement vary according

to region or community type?

Parents in the Southeast tend to be less involved in Head

Start activities and interact less with their child's

teacher than those in other regions. A higher percentage of

parents living in the West help out at the Heaa Start Center

at least once a week than elsewhere. However, the number of

times parents were asked by their children to help with

school work at home was considerably higher for parents in

the Southeast.

With respect to community type, there is little variation

in rates of parent involvement for any of the indices.

Does the type and frequency of parent involvement vary

under different program sponsorship?

Parents of children who attended Head Start Centers oper-

ated by public school or local Community Action Agencies

participated more in Head Start activities, talked more tre-

quently with the child's teacher, and were asked for help on

homework less frequently than parents of children who

attendea Head Start Centers operated under other auspices.

Does the type and/Or frequency of parent involvement

i in Head Start and in public school differ according to

the center's racial/ethnic mix?

Parents of children enrolled in Head Start Centers with

predominantly White enrollment tend to he2p at the Heda

Start Centers more frequently, communicate with tneir



child's teacher more often, and are asked to help their

children with schocl work less frequently than parents of

children who attended predominantly Black Head Start Centers

or centers with a racial/ ethnic mix.

1

Is the type and/or duration of parent involvement

related to child outcome measures? If so, how and for

which outcomes?

There is no syctematic relationship between type and/or

duration of parent involvement and child outcome measures.

1

i

Is the type and/or duration of parent involvement

related to the learning environment and learning

materials found in the Head Start children's homes?

IIf so, does the relationship change with different

family backgrounds?

There is a strong positive relationship between Lhe num-

ber of educational materials and books found in the home and

the parent's involvement in Head Start activities and with

the child's teacher. These relationships hold true regard-

less of the family's ethnic background or its socio-economic

status.

Are the home learning materials related to the child I

outcome measures? Does this vary with family back-
1

ground?

1
4

There is a relatively strong positive relationshil. bet-

ween the number of educational materials found in the hole

and several child outcome measures. Although the strenyth

of these relationships varies with respect to region, the

relationship between educational materials in the home and



two outcomes, copy narks and oral math, remain positively

related across all regions. These relationships remain sig-

nificant when socio-economic status is held constant.

IlchniCai Discussion

In an attempt to determine factors associated with varia-

tion in tate of parent involvement, four indices of involve-

ment of Head Start parents (How frequently parents helped at

the Head Start center; How frequently parents interacted

with other parents of Head Start children; The number of

times a parent talked with the child's teacher; anu the num-

ber of times the child asked the parents for help with

school work) were examined relative to a number of varia-

bles. These variables included family background character-

istics (ethnicity, family size, number of adults, employment

status of parents), socio-economic status (per capita

income, mother's education), parental attitudes (attitudes

toward school, locus of control, child's expectations), home

environment (learning materials), demographic variables

(region, city size), and center characteristics (auspices,

center ethnicity, center activities). An indepth 100K at

the relationship of these variables with respect to the

rates of parent involvement follows.

A fundamental question that needs to be addressed con-

cerns the variability of parent involvement according. to

family background characteristics. When the ethnicity of

the parents was examined (Tables Q5.1 to 0.4), it was found

that White parents tend to participate in Head Start activi-

ties more often than black parents. Non-participation rates

of Blacks and Whites were 38.8 percent and 27.5 percent res-

pectively, while 2b.1 percent of the Whites were invo_Lved at

the center at least once a week compared to only 15.3 per-

cent for Black parents. There was little difference in par-

ent involvement with other parents with respect to ethnicity

of the parent. The percentage of Black parents who did not

talk with their child's teacher (25.7%) was considerbly



higher than that found for White parents (9.5%) . With res-

pect to the number of times a child asked for help on school

work, the percentage of Blacks seeking help every clay

(57.7%) was more than twice as high as the percentage or.

Whites seeking help every day (27.2%). It appears that eth-

nicity is definitely associated with rates of parental

involvement.

Family configuration, combining family size and the num-

ber of adults in the home, was examined as a second family

background factor which potentially could relate to the rate

of parent involvement. It was expected that these family

structure variables would otter some viable explanation of

enhanced or restricted ability of parents to become involved

in Head Start activities. It was anticipated that parents

with a number of small children and no other adults in the

family structure would find it awkward to leave a family

and, hence, would tend to have lower rates of involvement in

various kinds of activities than those parents for whom

attendance at meetings would present little stress on racily

or personal resources. However, this was not the case.

These family variables were not strongly related to any of

the four indices of parent involvement used in this study.

A final family background variable examined in relation

to parent involvement was the employment status of the par-

ents. It was surmised that families with parents who work

might either have jobs that conflict with Head Start activi-

ties or be too tired to attend such functions after work.

Again, this phenomena did not occur. There was little dif-

ference in rates of parent involvement for any of the ind-

ices with respect to employment status of the parents. In

fact, if anything, the reverse trend held, with families

with both parents working helping out at the center a little

more frequently than those families with no parents working.

Thus, although intuitively it seems logical that certain

family background variables should be related to rates of

parent involvement, the data do not support this premise.



Two measures of socio-economic status, namely per capita

income and mother's education, were examined as possible

factors associated with parent involvement (Table Q5.).

Unlike the family background variables, these two indicators

of socio-economic status seem to have some relationship to

certain indices of parent involvement. Three measures of

parent involvement were positively related to per capita

income. The correlations between per capita income and the

frequency parents helped out at the Head Start center, met

with other Head *Start parents, and talked with their cnild's

teacher were significant (r= 0.10, 0.07, and 0.13, resi.ec-

tively).

Witt regard to mother's education, two measures of parent

involvement had significant correlations. The frequency of

parental help at the Head Start center and the number of

times parents talkea with their child's teacher were posi-

tively related to mother's education (r=0.12 and 0.15, res-

pectivel)). Those with less than a high school diploma

tended to help out at the Head Start center less frequently

than those with a high school diploma or above. The higher

the mother's education the greater the number of talks uith

the teacher. However, there was little difference in the

rates of parent involvement of the remaining two inaices of

parent involvement with respect to mother's education.

Certainly a primary factor that must be examined in rela-

tionship to parent involvement is the parents' attituaes

toward school. The transition study assessed parents' cur-

rent attitudes about schools and education with a set of

factors from the Hess Educational Attittides Scale (Table

Q5.6).

One of the Hess Attitude factors, Factor 1 - School nega-

tivism, demonstrated significant association with the set of

parent involvement indices. The item loadings on this fac-

tor suggest a measure of powerlessness and alienation with

respect to the schools. It comes as no surprise then, to

find a significant negative relationship between this factor



and three parent involvement measures. Correlations between

Factor I and how often the parents helped at the Head Start

Center, how often the parents interacted with other parents,

and how often the parents talked with the teacher were sig-

nificant (r= -0.16, -0.10 and -0.20, respectively) . in

other words, those parents who felt they could do very lit-

tle to improve the school tended to be less involved, while

those parents who believed their efforts would be supported

by the teachers and principals were involved to a much

greater extent. However, children of parents with a nega-

tive school attitude generally asked for more help from par-

ents in the home. it appears that parents who feel alien-

ated and powerless when it comes to school activities find

some consolation in helping their children at home.

In a similar vein, two measures of locus of control were

examined in relation to parent involvement. The first mea-

sure constituted a general locus of control scale. The only

parent involvement measure that was associated with the gen-

eral measure of locus of control was the number of times a

child asked the parent for help. Over hail of those parents

with an external lodus of control found their child asking

for help daily while forty percent of the parents with an

internal locus of control had children asking for help with

school work every da) . A second measure of locus of control

(three items composed of the Hess Educational Attitudes

Scale) examined the parent's perceptions of locus of control

with respect to the school. Because these three items

loaded heavily in Factor I of the principal component analy-

sis, the relationships between this variable and the parent

involvement indices reflect significant relationships simi-

lar to those found for Factor I. Parents with a more exter-

nal locus of control with respect to school activities tend

to be less involved at school and somewhat more involved at

home.

In addition to parental attitudes, parental expectations

were examined in relation to parent involvement (Table Q5.7)



The transition study examined the parents' perceptions or

their child's ability and performance compared to other

children, as well as the parents' perceived educational

aspirations for their children. Parent involvement in tne

'Head Start center was positively rela..ed to the parent's

perceptions of their child's ability and performance

(r=0.0656 and r=0.0594, p<.05) . Parents perceiving their

child's ability and performance as below the other children

tend to be less involved at the Head Start center. for

those parents perceiving their child's ability as below the

other children, on an average with the other children, and

above the average child, the non-participation rate at Head

Start Centers were 44.8%, 36.8%, and 25.4%, respectively.

However, when those parents with low perceptions of their

child's ability did participate a majority of them partici-

pated once a week. With respect to parent involvement with

other parents, a significant positive correlation resulted

with the parent's perception of their child's performance in

school. When the Admber of times a parent talked with the

teacher was considered, all three measures of parental

expectations were positively related to this index of parent

involvement. The higher the parent's perceptions and expec-

tations of their child the more they talked with the cnild's

teacher. Finally, with respect to the number of times a

child asked the parent for help on school work, as expected,

the children with lover ability generally asked for help

every day while those with higher abilities did not ask for

help as frequently.

As a measure of home environment, the number of educa-

tional materials and books found in the home was examined in

relation to the four parent involvement indices. Generally,

a strong positive relationship exists between the number of

education materials found in the home and the parents

involvement in Head Start activities (Table Q5.8). This

positive relationship holds true when controlling for family

background measures such as per capita income and mother's

education. Apparently, those parents actively participating



in Head Start Junctions are also providing educational

materials at home in an attempt to foster en environment in

which their children can develop to their fullest potential.

In addition to specific parental characteristics, paren-

tal attitudes and home envlronment measures, the proportion

of parent involvement in the four indides were broken down

by region and community type. in Tables Q5.9 to Q5.12 there

appears to be some variation by region. Parents in the

Southeast tend to have a higher percentage of non-partici-

pants at Head Start activities, while parents in the West

have a, higher percentage of parents helping out at the Heaa

Start Center at least once a week. A similar trend is touna

with parent invogrement with other parents. With respect to

the number of times a parent talks with the teacher, parents

in the Southeast are much less involved. The percentage of

parents who did not talk to the teacher in the Southeast was

30.3 percent compared to 18.0 percent in the Southwest, lu

percent in Oe Northeast and 8.4 percent in the West. While

it appears that many of the parents in the Southeast are not

involved in activities held at school, the number of times

these parents are asked to help their children on school

work at home is considerably higher (60% to approximately

35% for the rest of the regions). One factor that might

explain this phenomena is the greater number of children

entering directly into first grade in the Southeast as

opposed to entering into kindergarti:n. It is quite plausi-

ble that first graders may have more outside assignments to

do at home than do kindergarteners. Similarly, tirst grace

teachers may schedule only one or two meetings with patents

while kindergarten teachers may make a concerted effort to

meet with parents more frequently. However, this grace dif-

ferential does not explain the variation across regions

helping out at the Head Start Center and interacting with

other parents. Apparently there is some regional atfect

influencing parent participation.
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With respect to community type, that is, the sire of com-

munity served by the Head Start Center, there was very lit-

tle variation's in rates of involvement for any of the paren-

tal involvement indices. A larger percentage of parents

from medium or large cities did not become involved with

other parents of Head Start children. However, generally

community type had little effect on the involvement rates or

parents.

Certain center characteristics (auspices, ethnicity of

the students enrolled, and center activities) were examined

in relationship to rates of parent involvement.' Parent

involvement indices as they relate to center auspices awe

found in Tables Q5.13 to 0.16. Parents with children

enrolled in centers operated by someone other than public

schools or local community action agencies (CAA) tend to he

less involved in Head Start activities. Only about one-

fourth of the parents with children attending these two

types of centers did not help at the center while over torty

percent of the parents with children enrolled in centers

under other auspices failed to participate. a slightly

higher percentage of parents from public school centers par-

ticipated in Head Start activities at least once a week com-

pared to those from local CAA operated centers. Relatively,

little difference existed between centers under different

auspices relative to opportunities for parents to interact

with parents of other Head Start children. When the number

of times a parent talked with the teacher was considered,

parents with children in centers run by organizations other

than public school systems or local CAAs had considerably

less contact with the teacher. Almost sixty percent of

those parents talked with the teacher at most one time com-

pared to 43.6 percent for public school centers and 35.8

percent for local CAA centers. Almost two-thirds (64.A) of

the parents with children in those other centers indicated

their children asked them for help every day compared to

34.1 percent and 2t3.1 percent for parents with cnil4ren in

local CAA or public school operated programs respective) }.



Center ethnicity was also examined in relationsnip to

ratr..6 of parent involvement (Tables Q5.17 to Q5.20). when

ce.:.ters with predominantly White or Black enrollments (7We

or more of the particular race) and centers with some racial

balance were compared with respect to parent involvement

indices, there appeared to be some slight differences. The

percentage of parents of children attending predom.inantly

Black centers that did not help at the centers was consider-

ably higher than similar rates of non-involvement for par-

ents of other ethnic breakdowns (38.3% for predominantly

Black centers, 25.9% for predominantly Uhite centers, and

29.8% for other centers). In addition parents of children

enrolled in predominantly White centers tended to help at

Head Start Centers more frequently than did parents with

children in other centers. Almost half (48.2%) of the par-

ents from predominantly White centers helped at least twice

a month compared to 34.6 percent and 28.8 percent ot the

parents from racially balanced or predominantly Blacx cen-

ters, respectively.

In addition, the percentage of parents from predominantly

White centers who did not communicate with their child's

teacher was considerably lower than the comparable groups

from predominantly Black centers and racially balanced cen-

ters (5.5% compared to 26.9% and 19.4%, respectively). How-

ever, examination of the number of tines children seer help

on school work in the home revealed that sixty percent ot

the parents from predominantly Black centers have children

who seek help on school work every day compared to only

one-quarter and oae-third of the parents from predominantly

White centers and other centers, respectively. This phe-

nomena, however, may be attributed to the large number of

predominantly Black centers found in the Southeast where the

children tend to go into first grade directly after Head

Start instead of enrolling in kindergarten. Therefore, one

must be a little apprehensive about jumping to conclusions

relative to ethnic composition of the Head Start centers in

relation to parental involvement.
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Finally, center activities were related to parent

involvement (Table Q5.21). Three factors emerged from a

factor analytic procedure (principal components with a vari-

max rotation). These three factors: 1) academic knowleage

and skills, 2) social knowledge and skills, ana 3) dra-

matic/expressive play reflect the pattern of activity

offered at the center.

Examination of the four parent involvement indices inai-

cated that two of,them bear no relationship to the activi-

ties offered at the centers. However, the relationship bet-

ween the academic activity factor and two measures of parent

involvement, namely "How often did you help at the Head

Start Center?" and "How often did you talk to the teacherr

yielded significaat negative results (r=-0.1179, 1. .05 az.4

r=-0.1050, p<.05) . It is reasonable to conclude that as the

emphasis on academic knowledge and skill activity increased

in the centers, the rate of involvement in' the Head Start

Centers and with the children's teachers decreased.

The interpretation of this finding is somewhat of an

enigma. Centers which emphasize the academic activities

tended to be predominantly Black in enrollment and staffing.

It may be that the low rate of parent involvement is a func-

tion of the behavior pattern characteristic of this cultural

group. It is also possible that centers which emphasize

academic activities tend to resent participation of parents.

It is possible that these activities necessitate profession-

ally-trained staff and has generated a barrier between cen-

ter and parents that would be difficult to overcome.

Conclusions

Head Start provides an impressive opportunity for parents

to become involved in the education of their children dna

parents seem to avail themselves of that opportunity. Par-

ents with higher levels of educational accomplishment (high

school graduates and those with some post secondary eauca-

tion) participate in the process to a greater extent than



parents with less of an educational background. Those with

a tendency to have educational and expressive play materials

in the home are also those who she; higher rates of involve-

ment in Head Start. To some extent, there is a tenaency for

families with higher per capita income to have greater

involvement. Black parents tend to be more heavily involves

in working with their children at home on school work., wher-

eas White parents show a greater rate of visits to the cen-

ters.

This configuration of findings, at least with respect to

the present sample, suggests that there might be some spe-

cific groups of parents who are underrepresented as partici-

pators in the Head Start programs. These data suggest that

Black families are not involved at the Head Start center as

much as there is opportunity, and that parents from lower

SES levels are also not utilizing the opportunities for

involvement. The reasons for this are not clear. working

parents, who might be expected to have less time or energy

for involvement, are not uniquely uninvolved. Parents wits

several children, who might also be expected to have limited

(resources for involvement, show as much contact with tne

,
( centers as parents with few children. The number of adults

and older children in the family, who might be expecteu to

serve as baby sitters when center visits take place, is not

related to the amount of involvement. Thus, it does not

seem likely that the physical and economic barriers to

involvement are particularly inhibiting ip this sample. The

barriers are more likely to be psychological and therefore

in need of co. iderably more study before being overcome.

However the problem of increasing parental involvement is

solved, the relationship between such involvement and chila

growth is complex. It should be noted that there is no

relationship between involvement and any of the measures

used in the preseni study to estimate chi/a growth. It is

most important to note that there isvno zelat.s.onsnip between

the involvement measures and the one outcome measure that
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.indicates unique gains for Head Start children, namely a

measure of assertive behavior. Head Start children tenu to

receive significantly higher scores on this measure than

D other children, but variations in the size of the assertive-

ness score are unrelated to the amount or kind of parental

involvement in the center or with the child in the home.

There are two possible explanations for this finding.

The first is that parental involvement is not on the same

psychological dimension as the growth of assertive behavior.

4 This does not seem likely since there are several obvious

conceptual links between these two events. However, there

is no extant evidence to reject such a notion yet.

The second possible explana4on is that the measure of

involvement, which includes counts of contact times, is much

too cross an estimate of the underlying psychological signi-

ficance of parental interest as represented to the child.

Thus, one visit a year may communicate the same kind of

information to the child as weekly visits. It is entirely

possible that a parent who has never visited the center can

communicate a sense of confidence in the worth of the center

and of Head Start to the child which may in fact be that

which contributes to the growth of assertive and self cont,.-

dent behavior on the part of the "child. It is possible that

a low income, undereducated parent who senses a social bar-

rier to visiting the center may nevertheless feel a strong

sense of personal identity with the center. Such a parent

may also feel a good deal of pride in the success of tne

centers as an alternative to the more threatening institu-

tions of society. This is precisely the sense of identity

and pride which Head Start originally intended to implant in

those who felt powerless and lost and this may be implanted

without high rates of physical contact with the centers.

There is very little evidence to support or reject this

notion. The measure of internal/external sense of control,

which should be a source of insight in this topic, shows too

little variability to be of use here. No more than ten per-



cent of all parents in the sample showed any tendency toward

external locus of control. Although there was some -slight

relationship between externality and income, little infer-

ence can be made from such small numbers.

We are left with a few questions of significance in res-

pect to parent involvement and very few answers. The barri-

ers to involvement appear to be more of a psychological

nature than a lack of parent time, energy, or familial

resources for visiting the center. It is not clear hcw

involvement influences the child since there is no ODVIOUS

-relationship betiteen involvement and the one measure or

child grew-V,h which should show 'such a relationship.

Finally, it is not clear that the measures of physical con-
e

tact with the center, used in the present study tap the true

feelings of personal and educational value which Head Start

is trying to stimulate in parents. These are questions of

major significance which cannot be examined in the present

study and must be examined in detail before the true impact

of Head Start can be assessed.
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TABLE Q5.1

PARENT INVOLVEMENT AT HEAD START CENTER BY ETHNICITY

How often did you help
at the Head Start Ce-ter? N

Ethnicity of Parent

Black White

% N

/

%

Did not help i 147 38.8 80 ) 27.5
-,./

Less than 4 times a year 37 9.8 18 6.2

4 times a year 40 10.6 25 8.6

Once a month 42 11.1 37 12.7

Twice a month 55 14.5 55 18.9

Once a week 58 15.3 76 26.1

TOTAL 379 100.0 291 100.0

TABLE Q5.2

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH OTHER PARENTS BY ETHNICITY

How often did you meet with
other Head Start Parents? N

Ethnicity of Parent

Black
N

White
%_

Did not meet 34 9.4 7 2.5

4 times a year or less 39 10.8 34 12.1

Once every 1 or 2 months 177 48.9 128 45.4

Twice a montn 101 27.9 99 35.1

Or.ce a week 11 3.0 14 5.0

TOTAL 362 100.0 , 282 100.0

- 121 - ')
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TABLE Q5.3

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH TEACHER BY ETHNICITY

Number of times talked
with teacher N

Ethnicity of Parent

Black
N

White

%
of

_

Did not talk 100 25.7 28 9.5

1 107 27.5 74 25.0

2 71 18.3 85 28.7

3 40 10.3 43 14.5

4 27 6.9 33 11.1

5 or more times 44 11.3 33 11.1

TOTAL 389 100.0 296 100.0 '

TABLE Q5.4

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH CHILD BY ETHNICITY

How often does child
ask parent for help

'Black

Ethnicity of Parent

N

White

N %

Once a month 37 10.0 57 21.0

2 or 3 times a month 13 3.5 18 6.6

Once a week 45 12.2 51 18.8

Several times a week 61 16.5 72 26.5

Every day 213 57.7 74 27.2

TOTAL 369 100.0 272 100.0

- 122 - 1,3;



TABLE Q5.5

CORRELATIONS OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICES WITH SES INDICES

Parent Involvement
Indices

How often did you help
at the Head Start Center?

How often did you meet

with other Head Start Parents?

Number of times talked
with teacher.

How often does child ask
parents for help?

* p <.05

**p <.01

SES Indices

Mothers Education (N)Per Capita Income (N)

0.1024**(699) 0.1189**(777)

0.0706*(673) 0)0518 (745)

0.1259**(715) 0.1502**(792)

-0.0483 (667) -0.0185 (738)
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TABLE Q5,6

CORRELATION OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICES WITH PARENT ATTITUDES

Parent Involvement N

How often parent helps 446
at Head Start Center.

How often parents inter- 476
act with other parents. '

Number of times parent
talks with teacher.

Number of times child 472
asks parents for help.

** v.01

0.1985**

School Value of

Negativism Education

-0.1600**

-0.1044**

0.1489**

0.0296

-0.0108

0.0328

0.1275**

HESS ATTITUDE FACTORS

Education as
Upward Mobility

-0.0081

-0.0459

-0.0183

0.0300

Social Positive

Tradition- Perception

alism of Teacher

0.0047

-0.0210

-0.0395

0.0695

0.0109

-0.0221

-0.0116

-0.0386
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TABLE Q5.7

9 0 0

CORRELATIONS OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICES WITH PARENT EXPECTATIONS

Child's Ability

Parent Involvement Inidces Compared to Others

How often do you help at

the Head Start Center?

How often do you meet with

other Head Start parents?

Number of times talked

with teacher.

How often does child

ask parents for help?

*p <.05

"p4.01

0.0656* (790)

0.0271 (761)

0.0940**(807)

-0.0958**(753)

1

PARENT EXPECTATIONS

How well will the

Child Do in School?

How far with the
Child go in School

0.05974* (796) 0.0295 (743)

0.0599* (761 0.0345 (716)

0.0883** (812) 0.0763* (756)

0.0860** (757) 0.0998**(711)



TABLE Q5.8

CORRELATIONS AND PARTIAL CORRELATIONS OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT

INDICES WITH HOME STIMULATION INDEX

Parent Involvement Indices

How often do you help
at the Head Start Center?

How often did you meet
with other Head Start Parents?

Number of Times Talked

with Teacher.

How often does child ask
parents for help?

Home Stimulation Index

Zero Order
Correlations

Partial

Correlations

0.2710** (779) 0.2179** (643)

0.1772** (747) 0.1506** (623)

0.3070** (794) 0.2528** (657)

- 0.0024 (744) 0.0139 (615)

1 Controlling for per capita income and mother's education.

** p<.01 .1 '11.1%.1
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TABLE Q5.9

PARENT INVOLVEMENT AT HEAD START CENTER BY REGION

How Often Did You Help at
the Head Start Center?

Northeast

N %

e
REGION

Southeast Southwest West

Did not help 72 30.9 115 44.2 38 26.2 43 25.6

Less than 4 times a yr. 19 8.2 21 8.1 14 9.7 13 7.7

4 times a year 20 8.6 16 6.2 27 18.6 17 10.1

Once a month 31 13.3 28 10.8 22 15.2 19 11.3

Twice a month 49 21.0 38 14.6 14 9.7 29 17.3

Once a week 42 18.0 42 16.2 30 20.7 47 28.0

Total 233 100.0 260 100.0 145 100.0 168 100.0

TABLE Q5.10

HEADSTART PARENT INVOLVEMENT WITH OTHER PERSONS BY REGION

How Often Did You Meet
With Other Head Start
Parents

Northeast

REGION

Southeast Southwest

N to

West

Did not meet 13 5.6 24 9.9 9 6.5 A 2.5

4 times a year or less 31 13.4 20 8.3 8 5.8 27 17.0

Once every 1 or 2 months 109 47.2 126 52.1 57 41.0 64 40.3

Twice a month 68 29.A 68 28.1 61 43.9 49 30.8

Once a week 10 4.3 4 1.7 4 2.9 15 9.4

Total 231 100.0 242 100.0 139 100.0 159 100,0
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Al
Number of times
talked to Teacher

TABLE 05.11

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH TEACHER BY REGION

REGION

Northeast Southeast Southwest

N %

West

Did not talk 22 9.2 81 30.8 26 17.4 14 8.2

1 67 28.0 62 23.6 29 '19.5 51 29.8

2 65 27.2 50 19.0 29 19.5 41 24..0

3 35 14.6 25 9.5 24 16.1 19 11.1

4 17 7.1 22 8.4 15 10.1 21 12.3

5 or more times 33 13.8 23 8.7 26 17.4 25 14.6

Total
239 100.0 263 100.0 149 100.0 171 100.0

TABLE Q5.12

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH CHILD BY REGION

How often does child
ask parents for help?

Northea:2*

REGION

Southeast Southwest West

/0

Once a month 45 20.9 15 5.9 19 13.6 28 17.6

2 or 3 times a month 13 6.0 12 4.7 2 1.4 7 4.4

once a week 38 17.7 31 12.3 20 14,3 26 16.4

several times a week 44 20.5 42 16.6 43 30.7 51 32.1

every day 75 34.9 153 60.5 00 10.0 17 29.5

Total 215 100.0 253 100.0 140 160.0 159 100.0

-128



TABLE 05.13

PARENT INVOLVEMENT IN HEADSTART CENTER 89 AUSPICES

Public

School

How Often Did You Help
at the Headstart Center' N

Die not help 16 23.2

Less than 4 times a yr. 8 11.6

4 times a year 8 11.6

once a month 9 13.0

twice a month 7 10.1

ooce a week 21 30.4

Total 69 100.0

College
or Univ.

N t

AUSPICES

Religious

Oraaniza-
tior
N

Nonprofit
Group

N
..
. N

Local

CAA

%

Other

,N .

5 38.5 3 42.9 6 37.5 74 27.9 17 48.6

2 15.4 0 0.0 1 6.3 22 8.3 2 5.7

1. 7.7 1 14.3 0 0.0 24 9.1 3 8.6

1 7.7 1 14 3 3 18.8 35 13.2 5 14.3

0 0.0 2 28.6 0 0.0 50 18.9 4 11.4

4 30.8 0 0.0 6 37.5 60 22.6 4 11.4

13 100.0 7 100.0 16 100.0 265 100.0 35 100.0

....E Q5.14

LHEAD S T PARENT INVOLvtMENT WITY C-HER PARENT) dY AUSPICES

How Often Did You Meet
with otur Head Start
Parents?

N

Public

Scnool

%

College

or Univ.

N %

Relig,ous

Ornaniza-
ation

N %

Nonprofit
Grow)

N % N

Local
CAA

N

Other

Did not meet 5 7.8 0 0.0
,,; 7

2 13.3 15 5.8 1 3 0

4 times a year or less 10 15.6 1 7.7 1 16.7 2 13.3 33 12.8 0 _.,0.0

once every 1 or 2 months 28 43.8 6 46.2 1 16.7 4 26.7 113 43.8 20 60.6

Twice a month 19 29.7 6 46.2 3 5^ 0 4 26.7 83 32.2 11 33.3

Once a week 2 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 20.0 14 5.4 3.0

Total 64 100.0 13 100.0 6 100.0 15 000.0 258 100.0 33 100.0

- 129 -



TABLE 05.15

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH TEACHER BY AUSPICES

Number of Times Talked
with Teacher

AUSPICES

Public College Religious Nonprofit Local Other
School or Univ. Organize- Group CAA

tions

Did not talk 17 23.9 3 23.1 1 14.3 2 11.8 25 9.3 17 48.6

1 14 19.7 4 30.8 4 57.1
4

23.5 71 2C.5r..8 22.9

2 12 16.9 2 15.4 1 14.3 3
17.6 66 24.6 5 14.3

3 13 18.3 3 23.1 0 C.0
2

11.8 38 14.2 3 8.6

4 8 11.: 0 0.0 0 0.0
3

17.6 28 10.4 0 0.0

5 or more times 7 9.9 1 7.7 1 14.3
3

17.6 40 14.9 2 5.7

Total 71 100.0 13 100.0 7 100.0 17 100.0 268 100.0 35 100.2

TABLE 05.16

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH CHILD BY AUSPICES

AUSPICES

Public College Religious Nororofit Local Other
Schaal or Univ. Oraaniza Group

Lions
How often does child
ask parent for vela' % N N N

Once a Month 13 20.3 0 0.0 1 14.3 5 29.4 40 15.9 1 3.0

2 or 3 times a month 4 6.3 0 0.0 1 14.3 1 5.9 10 4.0 C 0.2

once a week 11 17.2 1 7.Z 2 28.6 1 5.9 46 18.3 4 12.1

several times a week 18 28.1 1 7.7- 1 14.3 2 11.8 70 27.8 4 12.1

Every day 18 28.1 11 84 6 2 28.6 8 47.1 85 34.1 24 72.7

Total 64 100.0 13 100.0 7 100.0 17 100.0 252 100.0 33 100.0



TABLE Q5.17

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION.WITH TEACHER BY CENTER ETHNIC:Tv

Number of times Talked
with teacher

Predominantly
Black

CENTER ETHNICITY

Predominantly Predominantly
White Black

Predominantly
White

1"c

Did not talk 53 26.9 9 5.5 3 8.6 25 22.9

1 46 23.4 42 25.5 9 25.7 26 23.9

2 36 18.3 49 29.7 7 20.0 18 16.5

3 19 9.6 26 15.8 4 11.4 20 18.3

4 15 7.6 21 12.7 3 8.6 7 6.4

5 or more times 28 14.2 18 10.9 9 25.7 13 11.9

Total 197 100.0 165 100.0 35 100.0 109 100.0

TABLE Q5.18

HEAD START PARENT INTERACTION WITH CHILD BY CENTER ETHNICITY

CENTER ETHNICITY

PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY

How often does child
BLACKS WHITE BLACK WHITE

ask parents for help?
N N t N N

Once a month 15 8.0 31 19.9 1 3.2 19 19.6

2 or 3 times a month 4 2.1 11 7.1 1 3.2 3 3.1

Once a week 17 9.1 30 19.2 8 25.8 22 22.7

Several times a we,k 38 20.3 44 28.2 12 38.7 20 20.6

Every day 113 50.4 40 25.6 9 29.0 33 34.0

Total 187 100.0 156 100.0 31 100.0 9' 100.::

L
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TABLE Q5.19

PARENT INVOLVEMENT AT HEAD START CENTER BY CENTER ETHNICITY

CENTER ETHNICITY

PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMINANTLY PREDOMLNANTLY PREDOMINANTLY

BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE

How often did you help
at the Head Start -titer?

m

"
% N % N % N

Did not help, 72 38.3 43 25.9 7 20.6 35

Less than 4 time/yr. 17 9.0 12 7.2 2 5.9 12

4 times a year 21 11.2 16 9.6 2 5.9 12

Once a Month 24 12.8 15 9.0 12 35.3 10

Twice a month 24 12.8 34 20.5 4 11.8 13

Once a week 30 16.0 46 27.7 7 20.6 25

Total 188 100.0 166 100.0 34 100.0 107

I.'1.1

%

32.7

11.2

11.2

9.3

12.1

23.4

100.0



TABLE Q5.20

HEAD START PARENT INVOLVEMENT WITH OTHER PARENTS BY CENTER ETHNICITY

CENTER ETHNICITY

How often did you meet with

other Head Start Parents?

PREDOMINANTLY
BLACK

PREDOMINANTLY
WHITE

PREDOMINANTLY
BLACK

PREDOMIANTLY
WHITE

N

Did not meet 19 10.6 2 1.3 1 2.9 8 7.8

4 times a year or less 10 5.6 22 13.9 3 8.8 17 16.7

Once every 1 or 2 months 92 51.4 69 43.7 15 44.1 40 39.2

Twice a month 54 30.2 53 33.5 14 41.2 34 33.3"

Once a week 4 2.2 12 7.6 1 2.9 3 2.9

fatal 179- 100.0 158 100.0 34 100.0 102 100.0



TABLE Q5.21

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PARENT INVOLVEMENT
INDICES AND CENTER ACTIVITIES

Parent Involvement Indices

Now often do You help at

the Head Start Center?

How often do you meet with

other Head Start Parents?

Number of Times Talked

with Teacher.

How often does child ask

parents for help?

Academic Knowledge
& Skills Activities

HEAD START CENTER ACTIVITIES

Dramatic/Expressive
Play Activities

Social Knowledge

& Skills Activities

--0.1179* (371) -0.0291 (371) 0.0013 (371)

-0.0157 (356) 0.0110 (356)
-0.0193 (356)

-0.1050* (377) 0.0350 (377) 0.0129 (377)

0.0103 (352) 0.0330 (352) -0.1386**(352)

1 5 A



Question b: Preschool Experience of Non-Head Start Children

In the original apaylses, almost half of the non-Head

Start children had experienced some kind of out-of-home

preschool. In addition, many Head Start children had some

kind of preschool experience before entering Head Start.

The present analysis identified 1034 Head Start children In

the data base, of whom 121 had some prescnool in audition to

Head Start. Also identified were 555 children who did not

go to Head Start (i.e., the comparison children). Of these,

211 attended some kind of preschool before entering the

public schools. The present study examined these four

groups of children (Head Start children with and without

sore other experiences, and non-Head Start children with and

without some kind of preschool experience) on a numuer of

dimensions. Reported in this section are the comparisons

with respect to the kind of non-Head Start programs they

attended, their family backgrounds, and the perceptions or

these groups of children held by their public school teacn-

ers.

t

1

What type of program did the non-Head Start children

attend? What type of program aid these Heau Start

children with other preschool experience attend?

The predominant preschool experience for the non -Hera

Start children was a nursery school (46%), with day CatE-

(30%) the second most predominant. This was reversed for

the non-Head Start experiences of Head Start chiioren who

had attended some other preschool before Head Start. For

these children the predominant non-Head Start experience %as

day care (46%) and then nursery school (25%) . This may

reflect the higher per capita income of non-Head Start tall-

lies (see below) for whom day care may not me as intensely

needed as Head Start families.



How long aid the children in this sample attend their

respective preschools?

Only Head Start children tend to have a one year experi-

ence in preschool with relatively little variability around

that figure.

10
The children who attended preschool before enrolling in

Head Start fall into two groups: a) Those who had just one

year including Head Start and some other experience, aua D)

Those who had 6-12 months of some other preschool and then a

full year of Head Start.

Non-Head Start children who attended some other preschool

program also fall into two groups: a) Those who attenaed

for one year or less and, b) Those who attenaed for 1-2

years.

The length of enrollment in preschool is a factor which

distinguishes between.Head Start children and non-head Start

children. The latter group showed much greater variability

in the length of their preschool experience than the head

Start children.

What differences are there in iamily background bet- 1

ween Head Start, non-Head Start, Heel Start plus other 1

preschool experiences, and no preschool groups?

The Head Start-only families in this sample had the low-

est per capita income of all groups. Within the ileac Start

group, those families who sent their children to au adai-

tional preschool has a slightly higher per capita income

than the Head Start-only families. The non-Head start tali-

lies were all significantly higher in per capita income than



the Head Start families, but those who sent their children

to some other non-Head Start preschool had the highest per

capita income of all groups in the study. Those non-Head

Start families who did not send their children to any pres-

chool also had significantly higher income than the Heaa

Start families, but a little lower income than the families

who sent their children to some non -Head Start program.

The Head Start families include mothcrs with the lowest

level of completed education. Familiev 4110 sent their chil-

dren to other, non-Head Start preschools are among those

with the highest levels of completed education of the moth-

ers. The non-Head Start families with no preschool fall in

an intermediate position of educational achievement. Son-

Head Start families with preschool have the highest level of

mothers who completed high school and had more than high

school backgrounds.

In general, there is significant differentiation between

Head Start families and non-Head Start families despite the

fact that all of the children selected were from the same

public school classes. Clearly, within the same communi-

ties, Head Start families come from a lower SES than fami-

lies who send their children to other kinds of preschools.

Indeed, in the communities selected for this study, Heaa

Start families are in a lower SES than families WhO cnose

not to send their children to any preschool program metore

kindergar ten.

The ethnic differences among the fa lies in this sample

appear to be tied to the economic ditfe uses among them.

Families which send their children to Head art (with or

without some other kind of preschool experience before dean

Start) are predominantly Black families but with a moaerate

(one third to one quarter) number of White families. Those

in the non-Head Start groups are very heavily White. Llse-

where in this report, it has been found that the Black faml-

lies in the present sample tend to be larger, with lower

income, and with less education for the mother than unite



families and that, with the present findings added, tend to

be in Head Start rather that non-Head Start preschool pro-

grams. The White families who send their children to flea()

Start have considerably lower incomes and less mothers' edu-

cation than the White families who send their children to

other preschools.

I
Are the children in these preschool categories equal-

ity distributed across regions?

The regional distribution of Head Start children is ais-

tinct from that of other chilaren in this sample. Approxi-

mately 2/3 of the Head Start-only children are located in

the eastern section of the country, equally divided between

Northeastern and Southeastern sections. The pattern of

preschool attendance which includes some other preschool

first and then enrollment in Head Start is significantly

underrepresented in the Northeast and is over represented in

the Southeast. This is probably a reflection of the lack of

kindergartens in the Southeast. Most (see below) of the

Head Start chilaren in the Southeast are one year olaer and

enrolled in first grade rather than kindergarten compared to

the Head Start children in the rest of the country. There-

fore, the preschool experience of the Head Start children

(predominantly Black) of the Southeast was a kindergraten

level experience. This meant that any prekindergarten

experience for these children would be in addition tc, head

Start. Thus, the Head Start plus other preschool group oi

children are primarily Black, primarily from the Soutneast-

ern section of the country and primarily older taan other

Head Start children. They would have been tested for this

study in their first grade ratner than in their Kilidergdr-

ten.
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I

Are there differences in the type of play material in I

the homes of the Head Start, non -Head Start with and 1

without preschool and non-preschool groups?
I

I

Of the dozen play materials which were mentioned in tne

parent interview, Head Start families reported a presence of

only three categories of materials in the same proportion as

non-Head Start children, or even children who did not go to

preschool. It was only in the presence of crayons and

paper, hammer and nails, and catalogues and magazines that

Head Start homes were equal to non-Head Start homes. The

categories of play materials which were found significantly

less often in Head Start homes than in all the other hopes

included: plants, put-together toys, play dough, magic

markers, puzzles, scissors. it should to noted that fami-

lies who did not send their children to any preschool

reported the presence of these toys and materials to a sig-

nificantly greater extent than the Head Start families.

tAre there differences in the amount of vernal interac-

tion between parents and children in Head Start ana

non-Head Start families? Is there a difference in the

pattern of TV watching?

I

There is no difference in the rates of vernal interaction

reported by the several categories of parent in this sample.

There is a difference, however, in the pattern of IV watch-

ing. The Head Start children are described as watching TV

more often than any other group (almost 40% watch more than

3 hours every day) , and the Heaa Start plus other preschool

watch TV the least often (40% watch no more than a few hours

each week). Once again, this difference between the Heaa

Start only and the Head Start plus other groups may ne a
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reflection of the older age of the latter groups ana tne

fact that they were attending first grade rather than Kin-

dergarten at the time of the study. First graders may nave

less time for TV than kindergarteners.

I Are there differences in parental expectations among
1

the families of Head Start and non-Head Start chid-

Idren?

I

There are essentially no differences in the expectations

which parents hold about the success their children will

have in school. Three quarters of all parents expect that

their children will perform from "average to good" lh public

school. However, Head Start parents expect their children

to complete their education when they graduate from high

school whereas parents who send their children to other

preschool expect their children to attend a four year col-

lege. The parents of children WhO did not attend any pres-

chool hale an educational expecteltion pattern which is very

similar to that held by the Head Start parents. These dif-

ferences are related to family income in a very specific

way. The higher the income, the further the child Is

expected to reach in education. However, income is hot

related to the parents' expectations of how well the child

will do in school. Essentially the same finding is present

with respect to the ethnicity of the family. Whites expect

their children to go further in school than Blacks, but

there is no difference in how well they expect their chil-

dren to perform in school.



How do the public school teachers perceive the Head

Start children compared to the non-Head Start chil-

dren? Are these differences related to family back-

ground?

Public school teachers were asked to rate all sample

children on a series of scales which were statistically com-

bined into two dimensions as follows:

1. Socially mature, copular with peers, and academi-

cally motivated (called, "The All American Child"

scale).

2. Assertive, protective of rights, enjoys the com-

pany of adults and children (called "Assertiveness

scale).

There are regional differences in the ratings given to

children by public school teachers. Teachers in the Nor-

theastern and Southeastern sections of the nation rated all

childen significantly lower on the All American scale than

teachers in the Western sections of the country. However,

only the children in the Southwest were rated low on Asser-

tiveness by their teachers. Whites were always rated higher

on the All American scale and lower on the Assertiveness

scale than the ratings given to Black and other minority

children.

Despite these regional and ethnic differences in teacher

ratings, there are real, and independent differences in

these ratings of children depending upon t)e preschool

experience they acquired. These differences follow Head

Start, non-Head Start distinctions consistently. Head Start

children (with or without other preschool experience) arc

significantly lower in the ratings they receive on the All

American scale (non-Head Start children who yo to preschool

receive the highest ratings on this dimension). At the same
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time, Head Start children (with or without other preschool

experience) are rated as significantly more Assertive than

non-Head Start children (children with no preschool experi-

ence are rated as the least Assertive of all groups).

These ratings ,by public school teachers are also relatea

to the family background of the children in very unique

ways. Income, mothers' education and the amount of academi-

cally stimulating materials/activities which go on in the

home are all positively related to scores on the All Ameri-

can scale but bear no relationship with; scores on the Asser-

tiveness scale. Assertiveness appears to be a property

which public school teachers perceive in Head Start children

regardless of the family background (except for the Heaa

Start children in the Southwest where cultural factors in

the family may mitigate against assertive behavior) .

Technical

The "comparison group" in a study of the effects of Heaa

Start is a multifaceted collection of children and must be

examined piecemeal in order to best understand the nature of

Head Start. Three major comparison groups are present in

this sample and despite the fact that all children (inciva-

ing the Head Start sample) were drawn from the same class-

rooms, these groups are quite different from each other. In

addition to children who attended Head Start alone, there

are children who attended some other preschool before

attending Head Start, there are children who attendeu non-

Head Start preschools and there are children who attended no

preschool prior to entrance into the public schools.

The Head Start children come from the lowest SFS 1p the

communities in which these public schools are located. This

is not, however, the only important difference between Heaa

Start children and the others in the stuay. In tact, the

Head Start group seems to have two distinct subgroups: the

first and by far the largest are iron the lowest SES in this

sample, and are expected (by their parents) to have the



shortest academic career of all the children in the stuay,

Include chilarea from all the ethnic groups, and typically

had just one year of preschool experience in Head Start.

The other Head Start group comes from families with somewhat

higher incomes and with mothers with more education, are

from all ethnic groups, tat were sent by their parents to a

preschool first before they were old enough to attenu Head

Start and then sent to :lead Start for the last. year before

public school. The majority of the preschools to which they

went before Head Start were day care arrangements and the

majority of the children attended these day care arrange-

ments on a full time basis. Mothers of these children have

higher academic expectations for the children than ao tie

mothers of Head Start only children. Although these chil-

dren perform, on academic ana affective measures used in

this study, similarly to the head Start children, their rang

order position on almost every measure is between the non-

Head Start children (generally of higher SES) ana tne Heaa

Start only children.

The non-Head Start children are also made up of two dis-

tinct groups. The first is a group who attended some other

preschool. This group, in turn is composed of two groups,

those who attended for a part year and did not attend lull

time (described by their mothers as a nursery or play group)

and those who attended for a full year nr more ana who went

full time (usually described by their mothers as attending a

day care arrangement) . These children came from the iall-

lies with the highest incomes in the present sample (almost

double that which the Heaa Start only families haa) . Tr.ree

quarters of these children came from White families ana they

are distinguished from the Head Start only chilaren ay

much higher proportion of play materials in the home wnicn

are often considered to facilitate learning.

The secona of the non-Head Start groups was that group

which attended no preschool before entering public schools.

These children are very similar to the non -bead Start other



preschool group except that the family income is somewhat

lower than the preschool group. This may be a reflection ot

the reduced rate of mothers in the work force associates

with the fact that all of these children were taxen care or

in their home before entering public school. Since all

other background factors are similar for tnis group and tte

non-Head Start group who attended another preschool, it is

possible to attribute the only significant difference net -

ween these two non-Head Start groups to the fact tnat one of

them had preschool experience and the other did not. This

difference is in the magnitude of the rating assignee ay

public school teachers on the All American scale. These no

preschool children were rated higher than the Head Start

groups on this dimension, but lower than tne non-Head Start

other preschool group. It does not seem tnat there

would be a bias in the teachers' rating style wnicn" would

allow them to distinyuisn between these two groups. The

difference in the ratings seem more likely to reflect real

differences in the children than differences in the teach-

ers style.

The issue of teacher bias in rating chilaren is a criti-

cal factor in assessing the differences between Head Start

and non-Head Start children found in this study. -.Correla-

tions between teacher ratings on the All American scale ana

the several indices of SES are all positive and significant.

Approximately 8-10% of tne variance of teacher ratings on

this scale is associated with variance on SES. This is d

large amount of associated variance and it might De tnat

these differences have more to do with the tendency ot

teachers to assign children from higher SES higher scores on

the All American scale regaraless of tne preschool experi-

ence of the child. The fact that lower SES cnilarea are

found in the Head Start groups would then account for tne

differences to the consequences of the preschool exi.erience.

The analyses wnicn acuressed this issue are presentea in tae

next question of this report, but they can be summarizes

here.

1,
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If the SES properties of the child contributed to the

teachers judgment, then it would be reasonable to partial

the SES contribution 'out of the ratings. This remaining

variance is then' partitioned across the several cells of

preschool experience. The results of this procedure indi-

cate that with the role ^t SES heavily reduced, tneze is

still a significant difference among the prscnool groups in

the ratitgs on the. All American scale and these differences
o

are in the same direction and order as the Unaajusted ail-

ferences. , Note that the full range of possible teacher

biases have not been eliminated from this analysis. The

only part of the teacher bias which has been removes us that

associated with the 5ES of the children. This means tnat,

the notion that children who attended Head Start are truly

distinguishable from children who aid not attend Head Start

by their lower scores on the All American scale remains a

viable and important explanation of the findings.

One other factor contributes to this conclusion. The

difference between Head Start and non-Head Start children in

the judgment of these teachers is in the degree of tneir

assertiveness. In this case, however, Assertiveness scores

are uncorrelated with any of the SES or family background

factors. They are however, strongly related to ethnicity.

Black children received higner scores on assertiveness tndn

White children. It is possible that public school teachers

simply rate Black children higher on assertiveness regard-

less of the preschool experience of the children. However,

the Heaa Start groups are about equal.Ly aiviaea between

Black and White children altnough the nou-Redd Start pres-

chool children are very predominantly White. In oruer to

remain consistent, the metnod chosen to deal with tnis issue

of SES, namely the ethnicity variable was addea to tne SES

variable as adjusters (partidling variables) ana the remain-

ing Assertiveness variance was then partitioned across the

several categories of preschool eL.perience. Once again, t.,1

findings remained the same as the unaajusted findings. heau

Start children area indeed perceived by their teacners an

/ 0' ,



more assertive than non-Head Start children, and tnis cannot

be entirely explained in terms of the SES or ethnic ulfter-

ences among the children. It is likely tnat this dilterencll

in perception has to do with the-kind of children they are

and this is likely to nave to co with the preschool experi-

ence which they acquired before entering public school.

Conclusions

The several groups in this study are quite different in

their family backgounds and in tne nature of their prescncol

experiences. Direct comparison among these groups is not

feasible. Adjustments for the differences on these hove and

school factors is necessar) in order to understana the

effects of preschool experiences. The remaining oilier-

ences, including the differences in the length of time the

children were enrolled in a preschool arrangement are con-

sidered, in additional question discussions, such as ques-

tions 7 and 12.



TABLE Q6.1. Frequency of Each Type of Preschool Experience

Preschool Experience

Head Start

Head Start Plus
Other Preschool

Non-Head Start
With Preschool
No Preschool

Number of Children

913

121

211

344

TABLE Q6.2. Frequency of Type of Preschool Experience for
Non-Head Start Versus Head Start Children

Type of Preschool
(Number of Children)

Children:
Nursery
School

98

30

Day

Care

67

55

Play
Group

8

2

Kinder-
garten

44

14

OLher

31

29

Total

Children

211*

121**

,Non-"ead Start

Head Start

*37 Children experienced more than one preschool experience

**9 Children experienced mote than one other preschOol experience



TABLE Q6.3.

I

Length of Preschool Attendance by Type of

Preschool Experience

LENGTH OF PRESCHOOL ATTENuANCE
(% of CHldren)

Type of Experience Number of Months

1-6 7-13 14-19 20-20+ Missing Data

Head Start Only 4.5 49 14 7.5 25

Head Start Plus Other 6.5 40.5 17 33 2.5

Other Preschool 22 38 17 20 2.5

TABLE Q6.4. Mean Per Capita Income by Type of Preschool Experience

Preschool Experience Mean Per Capita Income (1977 dollars)

Head Start 1287

Head Start Plus Other 1360

Non-Head Start
Preschool

No Preschool

2439

1999



TABLE Q6.5. Level of Mothers' Education by Type of Preschool Experience

Mothers' Education
(% Mothers in Sample)

Preschool Experience

Head Start

Head Start Plus Other

Non-Head Start
Preschool
No Preschool

Less than
High School

47

31

16

33.4

High School

42.8

47.7

49.7
47.7

More than

High School

10

21

34

18.8

TABLE Q6.6. Distributin of Family Ethnicity for Eacn
Type of Preschool Experience

Family Ethnicity
(% of families in sample)

Preschool Experience Black White Hispanic Other

Head Start 36.4 28.4 7.1 28.1

Head Start Plus Other 49.6 32.2 12.4 5.8

Non-Head Start
Preschool 20.4 71 3.8 4.7

No Preschool 29.7 58.7 6.7 4.9



TABLE Q6.7. i iPerceit of Children ReAding in Geographical
Regiors for each Type of PreschoolExperiences

Regional Area

(% of children in sample)

Preschool Experience Northeast Southeast Southwest West

Head Start 31.3 31.3 17.7 19

Head Start Plus Other 14.9 33.9 22.3 29

Non Head Start
Preschool 28.9 21.8 16.1 33

No Preschool 35.5 20.6 21.2 22

1'l-,
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tie§tion 7: Performance of Head Start Children in Public

Sr.hools.

The initial analysis of the transition aata showed that

some effects on academic and social development associated

with Head Start attendance could be discerned. The present

analyses continued examining some of these issues to deter-

mine if Head Start effects are distributed equally across

regions of the country, are associated with the kinds of

activity emphases that were offerred in different Head Start

centers, are associated with family background factors, or

are associated with patterns of parent involvement in the

Head Start centers.

1 Are Head Start effects distributed equally across

1 regions of the country?

L

There is one effect, strongly associated With Head Start

rather than with any other kind of preschool experience,

which is found in all regions except the Southwestern sec-

tion of the country. This pervasive effect is reflected in

the measure called "Assertiveness" which is aerived from

public scnool teachers' rat,ngs of their children. These

teachers rate Head Start children as more assertive tnan the

other children in their classes in the Northeastern section

of the country where most of the Head start cnilaren ana

their comparisons are White, in the Southeastern section

where most of the Head Start children ana their comparisons

are Black, and in the Western section where tnere are rela-

tively large numners of both Black and white Head Starters

and comparison cnildren. The Southwestern section or tae

country has a preponderance of "Other" (Hispanic ana Native

American Indian) children in Eeaa Start, and there the

public school teachers (124 not see Head Start cni.Ldren as

any more Assertive than other children.



Performance on the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)

indicated fey effects attributable to Head Start and tnese

few were scattered over just two of the regions. in tne

Southeast section of the country (primarily a Black Head

Start group contrasted to a Black comparison group all of

whom were first graders rather than kindergarteners), Head

Start children were significantly ahead of the comparison

group on one of the math subtests (oral arithmetic) ana were

slightly ahead on another mathematics subtest and a

visual/motor task involving copying marks. In the South-

western section, the Head Start children (heavily Hispanic

and Native American Indian) were significantly better than

the comparison children on the copying marks subtest ana

tended to be ahead on counting dots. Note that the head

Start centers in both the Southeastern and the Southwestern

sections of the country had the strongest emphasis on aca-

demic activities of all the centers in the country.

Are the outcomes of Head Start associated with the

kind of activity emphases that were offerred in tne

different centers?

J

Although centers wnich emphasized academic activities

tended to be concentrated in the Southeastern ana Soutnwest-

ern sections of the, country (2-3 of the 8 WHAT subtests

showed slightly higher scores for the Head Start chiiareh),

the trends were not stable enough to suggest a significant

relationship between the kind of activities which were

emphasized in a center an the overall performance of tne

Head Start children on the WHAT in public school. However,

when the length of time a child attenaea Head Start. prior to

entering public school is considered, acaaemic activity

emphases ao show an effect. The longer head Start atten-

dances are associated with significantly higner scores on

the "Naming Letters" subtest on the WRAT, unen tnat atten-

dance occurs n centers which emphasize academic activity.



A few trends within some regions are discernible, which

may reflect the unique socio-educational processes in those

regions. Head Start centers in the L:outhwest which empna-

size academic activities show higher performance on "Letter

Recognition" than centers in the Southwest that do riot

emphasize academic activities. This is not found elsewhere

and may be unique to these children. At the same time chil-

dren who graduate from Southwestern centers which emphasize

social development show significantly higher "Spelling and

Reading" scores than children who graduate from Soutnwestern

centers that do not emphasize social development activities.

However, 'the effect of this tctivity emphasis in the Nor-

theastern centers is lower performance on some reading ana

mathematics subtests. Finally, Southwestern centers which

emphasize dramatic and expressive play activities have chil-

dren with significantly lower scores on "Spelling and Read-

ing" whereas exactly the opposite effects are found among

children who attended Southeastern centers emphasizing dra-

matic and expressive play activities.

In terms of social-emotional outcomes, it is in the

Southeastern, Northeastern, and kestern sections that con-

sistent effects of activity emphases on outcomes are found.

Here, higher center scores on expressive/dramatic play are

associated with higher assertiveness scores. It should be

noted that the lack of such a relationship between activi-

ties and assertiveness in the Southwest is confounded by the

fact that relatively low assertiveness scores were found in

Head Start children in this region. it is here tnat most of

the Hispanic and Native American children on the data base

are found.
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Are Head Start effects associated with family back- I

ground factors?

The most consistent finding related to parental /family

background has to do with the social/motivational outcomes

of Head Start. These outcomes are based on teacher ratings

of children in public schools and have been reduced to two

major variables. 1) "All American Child" (high scores 112E11-

cate that the teacher judges the chila to be an independent

learner; not introverted; task oriented and persistent;

popular with other children; likely to be a high acadebic

achiever; and not conflicted over asking for help), 4)

Assertiveness (high scores indicate that the teacher judges

the child to be high in enjoyment of and desire to have con-

tact with adults and other children; relates aggressively

with others; has a low tolerance for intrusions). There are

clear relationships between family background factors ana

the "All American" scale, and no relationship between these

factors and the "Assertiveness" scale. For a full aiscus-

sion of these socia-motivational outcomes, see Question 8 of

this Report.

There is a very diverse pattern of relationships among

family background measures and the WRAI scores used in thy

present study. This diversity reflects the regional aiver-

sity of the sample which in turn carries a host of cultural,

ethnic, and socioeconomic differences. For example, in tile

Southeast where almost all of the children are Black first

graders and where almost 20% of the Black children went to

some preschool program other than Head Start, the relation-

ship between the family background measures (mothers' educa-

tion family income, and a home stimulation index) and the 8

WHAT subtests were generally weak and in some cases nega-

tive. However, these relations were considerably weaker for

Head Start children than for the other children in the



region, so that this can be considered something of an Head.

Start effect.

Similarly, in the Northeast where most of the children

are White and 20% of them went to some preschool other than

Head Start, the relations between the family bacKground mea-

sures, and in particular, the home stimulation index, ana

the WRAT measures are quite high and positive. Here too,

the relations are weaker but still high for the Head Start

children alone which suggests a possible Head Start effect

for these White children as well. However, in the West and

in the Southwest, the relations between family nacxground

and WRAT are moderate and very much the same for the Head

Start and the other preschool (or no preschool) groups in

those regions. Generally, there is tendency for higher SES

families to have children who perform higher on some of the

WRAT measures but this is less true for Head Start children

and particularly Head Start children in the Southeast.

Are Head Start effects associated with patterns of

parent involvement in the Head Start center?

There is no evidence that any form of parent participa-

tion in the center, with children, or with other parent is

associated with any of the outcome measures.

Technical Discussion

This chapter presents the results of the regression ana-

lyses in which certain policy-related properties of Head

Start are used as predictors of public school performance.

Although several analyses of this sort were reportea in the

original Transition Study, the secondary analysis of tne

data revealed some shifts in the numbers of the experimental

groupings into which children were sorted. It was also

desirable to reconstruct the dependent variables through



data reduction and standardization procedures. In addition,

it was important to reconstruct some of the home variables

and enter then into the regression equations in oruer to

more fully specify the analytic mouel. Thus, there is SLID-

stantial reason to re-examine the issue of the impact of

Head Start variables on public school performance. We have

also noted the ubiquitous effects of region on a variety of

relevant issues, so that it is desirable to run these ana-

lyses blocking on (i.e., within) regions.

Head Start Activity Variables. One important set of lac-

tors, which was not used to predict Head Start effects in

the original Transition Study, is measure of Center activi-

ties. In order to add these factors to the analyses, the

secondary analysis included an examination of the Center

facilities anu resources inventory. This instrument gath-

ered ratings made by Center directors, of a list of activi-

ties which might be engaged in at tha Center. Each activity
4.

was rated for its importance and for the awount of the

spent on the activity at the Center. These ratings were

submitted to a factor analytic procedure (principal compo-

nents analysis, varimax rotation, reported in Question 1) .

Three well- articulated factors emerged whicn were named,

"Acdemic Activities," "Social Activities," and "Expressive

and Dramatic Play." A factor scoring algorithm was used

which maintained orthogonality across factors (d major

advantage when using regression models) and Wh1Ch standdlu-

ized the distribution of scores. Thus, each Center received

three activity scores, which were then used individually to

relate to other Center-Level variables.

The outcome analyses reported in this Chapter were car-

ried out at the child level of aggregation. The guestiois

asked have to do with the impact of preschool generally, ano

Head Start in particular. Within the Head Start analyses,

the effects of various kinds of activities carried out it.

the center are studied for their impact on Head Start chii-
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dren. Note that a very serious assumption is being made

when the Head Start activities are tagged to individual

children, and this assumption is not made when a score on

the Pre-school variable (i.e., No preschool, Head Start.

only, Head Start plus another preschool, and Other presch^n1

only) is tagged to a child's file. The assumption maae is

that the measure was in tact administered to all cnaldren

who are comparably scored. If the score is from the Pres-

chool variable, then it is not an assumption that the c:1ila

did in fact attend the preschool which the score denotes.

We are reasonably sure that all children have been correctly

categorized by their preschool experiences (See Chapter 4).

However, the center activities score is derived from tue

ratings made by the center directors and not from a measure

of the activities which were applied to that particular

child. The center directors' ratings refer to the estimate

of what goes on in the center aid does not reference a par-

ticular group or class. There is no way of knowing whether

all children who are tagged with the same activities score

did necessarily receive the experiences which are assumed to

occur when that activity is present in a center.

The situation is even further complicated when the

configuration of activity scores at each center is consid-

ered. Clearly such configuration scores are more meaningful

ref elections of the potential experiences availablR to chil-

dren attending each center. Thus, a center which is scorea

high on the academic activity scale and almost al: high on

the 46cial activity scale, may not provide the same kind of

expekiences to children who come from a center which is also

scored high on academic activity and high on dramatic play

activities. The meaning of the academic scale may shift

under these conditions and the nature of the treatment

administered to the children may be discernibly different

despite the similarity of academic activity scores.

Unfortunately, it is not possible to deal with this ques-

tion in the present study. The number of activity coldigu-



rations into which the centers must be bitted is too large

to be manipulated given the number of centers available for

the examination of this issue. If each of the three activ-

ity scales were simply broken down into high medium and low

quartiles, then there would be nine different configura-

tions. Since only 24 centers have enough data from whicn to

derive the full set of activity scores, there would be no

more than 3-4 centers in each configuration. This is too

few to allow for useful analyses. The alternative is to

deal with each activity score as a single separate property

so that each .;enter would. have three separate activity

scores. Each such score would then be used individually as

predictors of performance in a Head Start vs. Non head Start

contrast.

Regional Effects. Another issue needs to be considered

before a description of the analytic model, the variables

and the findings are presented. This point has to do with

the problem of regional effects.

In Question 1, it was indicated that many of the covaria-

bles of interest could not be used in an analysis using the

full data base. There are very different processes occur-

ring in the different regions of the country and to attempt

an aggregation across all regions would significantly nobble

many analyses. The argument was also made that because oi

these differences, an attempt to aggregate across regions

necessarily means that important information about head

Start would be obscured in the process of adjusting for

regional differences. No matter what technique is used to

make the aggregation of different regions possible, the goal

would have to be the achievement of comparability of essen-

tially non-comparable regions. The fact that these regions

are different is a matter of high interest to policy makers

and so deserves to be examined rather than obscured. Conse-

quently, the strategy adopted for this study is to carry out

the identical analyses in each of the important re ions

1'7
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(i.e., to block on Legions) and to present findings for each

of the relevant' blocks.

In order to aide the reamer in considering these find-

ings, a short vignette of each region is presented here.

Northeast. Three-quarters of the sample children from

this region are White and almost one-third of them atteiLdea

Head Start centers which were at least 90% White in total

enrollment. Almost all of the Black children attended all -

Black Head Start center. Although the mean per capita

income for this sample was the highest of the four regions,

this was generated by the smallest percent (29%) of two

working parents families in the four regions. Over b()% of

the mothers had no more than a high school education and the

mean family size was 4.89. Although the Northeast may be

thought of as an intensely urbanized area, over two-thiras

of these children came from small towns and farm areas, aaa

only 10% came from large cities.

Southeast. Over 80% of the sample children from this

regioh are Black, and virtually all of them attenaea ileac

Start centers which were over 90% Black in total enrollment.

Over 50% of these children came from small towns or fc.fm

areas and almost all of the remaining came from medium sized

cities., In addition, 90% of these children were in first

grade rather than in kindergarten because Head Start experi-

ences were during their fifth year rather than the fourtn

year which was typical of Head Start chilaren in the Othet

regions. More than 42% of these families had two working

parents, but the total family income as well as the mean per

capita income were the lowest in the total sample. More

than 90% of the mothers had no more than a high school edu-

cation and 57% of them had less than a full high school

course.

Southwest. This sample had the most equitable distribu-

tion of ethnic groups of all regions: Blacks, Whites, alai

Other (Hispanics and native American Indians) were repre-
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sented in approximately equal numbers. Over two-thirds or

these child came from small towns, 80% of the mothers had no

more than a high school education, and 44% of the fami.Lies

(the highest of all regions) had two parents working. Tne

mean per capita income was the third highest of all regions,

but because there was an average of 5.4 family members, the

mean total family income was the highest.

West. 'Mbch like the Northeastern region, three-quarters

of the dhildren are White, over two-thirds come from small

towns and rural areas, almost all of whom attended centers

with 90% ur more White enrollment. However, i9% of the

families had two working parents, producing the third lowest

total family income. This region had the highest percent

(24%) of mothers with more than a high school education, and

the highest percent of children .rho were sent to a non -Heau

Start preschool. IP fact, over :10% of the Black chiluren

the west were sent to "Other preschools," compared to no

more than 6% in the other regions. Consequently, there was

almost double (16%) the percent of children who attended

preschool for 1-6 months befoe entering public school, do.11-

pared to the percent in other regions.

There are sharply different properties to the sample of

children and families in each of these regions. In addi-

tion, there are quite different patterns of activity

emphases reported in the Head Start centers across toe:

regions. These brief descriptions, along with the previ-

ously reported variations in the patterns of relationship

betWeen the adjusting variables (family and demographic

background factors) and both the preschool variaules and the

outcome variables, confirms the judgment that regions should

not be aggregated. Analyses should. be done within Legion.

Once this decision is made, .it is_ necessary to keep in

mind that the regional categories simply represent a means

of organizing patterns of diverse findings. They co not

account for .any of the unique findings. Each region is uni

que in a whole set of social/ethnic/economic/educational
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factors and it is almost impossible, with the present data

base, to attempt to relate particu.tar findings to particular

aspects of the regional differences. For example, several

unique findings for the Southeastern section of the country

will be presented. Since the very largest majority of the

children in Head Start/no preschool contrast in this region

are Black children, it is possible to suggest that the find-

ings should 6e attributed to the tact that the children are

Black. But the Southeastern region is quite different in

several other important respects including the fact that

there is no public kindergarten and that all cnildren in

Head Start in this region are at very different developmen-

tal levels than the children in the other regions. Adjust-

ing for age is not at all able to capture the contouncing

variance, particularly since there are so few Blacx children

in the contrasts carried out in the other regions. Further,

it is not appropriate to combine BlaG., children from the

different regions since the social and personal significance

of membership in this ethnic group must vary across reyions.

Certainly the fact that tuere is no public kindergarten in

the Southeastern region suggests a very different educa-

tional context present in this region which cannot be cap-

tured by the adjusting variables available in this study.

It is entirely possible that the unique findings of the

Southeast are, for some reason, associated only with blacx

children, but this cannot be either verified OE exi.lained in

the present study.

Aull/Ig Procedures. It is important to note that trit.st;

analyses have been carried out at the child level of analy-

sis. It is assumed that this is the level to which treat-

ment is delivered although many of the policy questions

related to child impact are in fact center level questions.

The problem. of reduced sample size at the center level of

aggregation makes the analyses at this level moot. There is

simply too small a number of centers to allow for an ana.ly-

sis at this level. 'Thus all outcome analyses have been car-

ried out at the child level.
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The model for these analyses is constant for all con-

trasts. Three SES variables, mother's education, per capita

income, and home stimulation are entered into the equation

first. Then the two dummy coded ethnicity variable.s (black

vs. all other children, and White vs. all other children)

are entered. The remaining variance is then related to the

predictor variable of interest by testing the significance

of the R2 increment produced by the addition of the predic-

tor variable to the equation. Thus the contribution of tae

predictor variable is always examined after the contribu-

tions of the adjusting variables have been removed.

The t ales ',resenting these findings are organizes by

predictor va.:iables and are clustered into sets of findings

for each region. Thus, the first contrast presented is that

of Preschool vs. No Preschool wilin each region and across

all regions combined. This const es_ considers the contri-

butioa of enrollment in preschool to the t_tal model and

includes in the preschool group all children who attended

any preschool for any length of time. Thus all Head Start

children,all children who attended Head Start plus another

preschool, and all children who attended a non-Head Start

preschool are combined into the Preschool group and con-

trasted to all children who never attendee a preschool prior

to entering kindergarten. The outzome variables are pie-

sented in the first column, N's for the number of children

entering into the analysis in the second column, hk for tat

adjusting model only in the next column, the F foi tae

change in R2 contributed by the predictor variable in the

next column, and the p value for that F in the sixth column.

The remaining columns include the significance levels of the

Bs for each variable in the full model. The significance of

the B for the predictor variable is presented in the last

column.

Preschool vs. ho Preschool Contrast. The effects of this

variable are strongly influenced by Legion (Tables (27.1A to

1 U



Q7.1D). In both the Northeast and Southeast regions several

significant contributions of the preschool variable are

apparent. The most important aspect of these findings is

that two of the outcomes of significance are found in both

regions. These are a reading measure and the assertiveness

measure. The reading effects are not found in the other

regions of the country and there is little evidence of a

trend toward significance for these variables in the South-

west or West. There is, however, some indication that for

assertiveness, there is a tendency toward significance in

the Western region. Other effects in each of the regions

are rare enough to be unique to each region. In all cases

however, the direction of the effects is in favor of chil-

dren who attended preschool over those who did not.

The variability of samples and effects in the several

regions would suggest that all but the most robust findings

would be obscrued if the data for all regioins were combined

into a single analysis. Note that the variables involved in

such an aggregation have withstood the test of homogeneity,

so that such an aggregation is permissible. Divergent find-

ings in each region will tend to cancel out when aggregated,

however, and only those findings which are consistent across

regions will show more significance in the aggregated sample

than in the individual regional blocks. Table Q7.11, pre-

sents the findings across all regions combined.

Three outcomes show strong significance in this aggre-

eted sample: spelling and reading words, written math and

assertiveness. The significance levels here are heavily

influenced by the much larger Ns of the aggregated sample

over the individual regions. In all regions except for the

Southwest, the preschool variable contributes 2%-3% of-tte

total variance of assertiveness and when these effects are

aggregated to the total sample, the contribution of Pres-

chool to this outcome remains very significant. This is an

effect that transcends region. it is small nut consi-cent

and may be obscured by the fact that the preschool variable

`,)



includes several kinds of preschool experiences. before

interpreting these findings, it is important to sort out the

several kinds of preschools included here.

Haa0 Start vs No Preschool Contrast. The effects in

these contrasts are generally smaller than in the overall

preschool vs no preschool contrast (Tables Q7.2k to Q7.2E).

The only finding which remains consistent across regions has

to do with assertiveness. Once again Head Start children

show a significantly greater contribution to the assertive-

ness than children who did not go preschool, and this holds

in all regions except the Southwest. It is important to

note that these effects are very similar to the Preschool no

Preschool contrast and suggest that the significance of that

variable results from the Head Start component to the pres-

chool variable. in other words, it seems -likely that the

reason that the preschool/no preschool variable is effective

in contributing to assertiveness is because the preschool

group contains a great many children who went to Head Start

and that it is Head Start and not preschool generally that

is responsible for the assertiveness findings.

The same logic would dictate that the effects in tne

other outcome variables which were found in the preschool/no

preschool contrast, and which tend to drop out when the

preschool variable is reduced to the Head Start component,

are the result of the other non Head Start preschool chil-

dren. Thus, the hypothesis of greatest plausibility indi-

cates that effects of the preschool variable in academic

areas is the contribution of non Head Start preschool and

the effects in assertiveness are the contribution of Heaa

Start. In order to consider this hypothesis, it is nec:s-

sary to contrast Head Start with other preschool.

Head Start vs OtheL Preschool. Once again, there are no

effects of this variable in the Southwest region. There is,

however, a pattern in the remaining regions which is remark-

- 164 -1



able (Tables Q7.3A to Q7.3E) . There are several instances

of academic effects of this variable and consistent effects

on the assertiveness variable. these effects are consistent

across regions so that when aggregated to the full sample,

the effects are clear and large. However, in every case, in

every region, the sign of the beta indicates that the Head

Start children show significantly higher scores on asser-

tiveness, and the non Head Start preschoolers show higher

scores than the Head Start children on acaaemic measures.

This represents a substantial verification of the hypothesis

suggested above, that hen preschool experiences show

effects, they are differential ettects depending upon

whether the poreschool experience is Head Start or some

other Kind ot preschool experience. The major contribution

of Head Start to the developmental process ot children is In

the area measured by the assertiveness variable. This is an

almost universal -Afect in the -resent sample ana one 'inlet'

must seriously be expanded when the full story ot head Start

is considered.

It is necessary to note that the non-Head Start pres-

choolers come from families with generally higher levels of

mothers' education, family income, and home stimulation tad-

tors, although these variables have been used as adjusting

variables in the analytic model. When these non-Head start

children Who went to preschool are contrasted to children

who did not go to preschool, there are again some instances

of higher academic performance of the preschoo3 children.

In this case, the children who did not go to preschool have

a slightly higher SES than the children who v(Alt to pres-

chool and this difference in background is adjusted with tne

same variables used in all analyses studies reported here.

Finally, it should be noted that in no Instance did the

children who did not go to preschool show any higher perfor-

mance than the chiiaren who did go to preschool.

There are two rejionally-based patterns of effects with

respect to the Head Start findings that should Le mentioned.
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Regional effects are ubiquitous although they seem in these

analyses to be random in their distribution. Two tinaings

are remarkable however. The first is that Head Start chil-

dren in the Western regions of the country (West ana South-

west) show fever differences between themselves and pilaren

who either did not go to preschool or those who went to or

preschools than Head Start children in the Eastern regions

(Northeast and Southeast) of the country. In the west

region (as opposed to the Southwest) Head Start children

showed higher scores only on assertiveness and Joined the

Head Start children in the Southwest in showing no other

differences with any contrast group. in fact, the Southwest

Head Start children did not show any differences in asser-

tiveness, which is the most ubiquitous finding of all. in

general, the Head Start children in the West region showed

differences when compared to other children only on asser-

tiveness. Head Start children in the Southwest region aid

not show even this difference. When these effects in the

Western regions are combined with the somewhat mo..e exten-

sive and variable effects of the Eastern regions (iee nelow)

to form a national picture of dead Start effects, regional

patterns cancel each other out.

The second regional pattern is in the eastern parts of

tle country. Here the Head Start children appear to be

doing less well on some reading and math measures than chil-

dren who went to other preschools, but they continue to

receive higher scores on assertiveness than children wno

went to other preschools. This is similar to the finaings

when Head Start children are contrasted to children who aid

not go to preschool at all. Wt, acaaenic differences occur

in these contrasts, they are in favor of those wno dia net

go to preschool. Head Start children receive higher scores

on assertiveness when comparea to no preschool



Conclusions

There are several findings of interest that neea to De

considered here. The first is the relatively consistent

finding that public school teachers rate Head Start children

significantly higher on the Assertiveness scale thee\ thej

rate other children in their classrooms. This finding is

discussed extensively in-the-next chapter on teacher percep-

tions and will be mentioned briefly here.

There seems to be strong evidence that Assertiveness is a

property perceives in Head Start children by publiC scaool

teachers which is not perceived by them to the same extent

in non. Head Start children whether or not these children

attended a preschool. it is difficult to tell whether this

is a self selection factor such that the kind of parents who

choose to send their children to Head Start also provide tne

kind of developmental environment which facilitates Lsser-

tiveness or whether this is a true consequence of something

unique in Head Start. The finding is apparent in all of the

regions except the Southwestern region and this fact could

support either explanation. The fact that Assertiveness is

seen in such a diverse group of children (when very little

else is so broadly found) suggests that the effect is most

reasonably attributed to Head Start. The fact that the

effect is not found in the one region in the country where d

great many Hispanic children are located suggests that some

pre Head Start factor may be operative. Hispanic families

may tend to value assertiveness less than Black families ana

the lower Assertive scores may reflect these differences irk

cultural orientat.eon rather than a Head start effect. There

is one finding which mitigates against the self selection

notion and that can be seen in Table Q7.2C, Head Start vs Nc.

Preschool (Southwest). There, several significant betas are

recorded for the BLACK variable in predicting WRAT suntest

scores. The signs of all of these betas are negative indi-

cating that Black children were doing significantly less

well than Other children on those subtests. However, for
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the Assertiveness score, the BLACK variable is not signifi-

cant indicating that with respect to Assertiveness, there

was no difference in the adjusted scores for the Black and

Other children. In addition, when these same analyses were

run separately for each ethnic group within each region, it

was only in the Southwest that all Head Start groups tailed

to show any significant findings for Assertiveness. The

interpretation of this could De that it is not the special

contribution of Hispanic children that demiuished the Asser-

tiveness score, but that for some reason Head Start in the

Southwest did not generate higher scores on this property.

The interpretation is not an attractive one however, since

the Southwest, dominated as it is by Hispanic culture, may

produce a different attitude toward Assertiveness in black

families in that region than found in black families in

other regions cif the country. There is, in other words, ho

way of decidiL what the source of the difference is between

the Assertiveness findings in the Southwest compared to the

assertiveness findings elsewhere. What is impressive is

that assertiveness seems to be so much a part of Head Start

graduates in so many diverse places. In the next chapter,

it is suggested that this finding may help to explain why

long term effects of some preschools include at reduction UI

the number of at-risk children Assertiveness woula certainy

contribute to the ability to resist an at-risk syndrome.

The point here however is that Assertiveness does seem to be

a consequence of Head Start, but it is not at all clear from

anything in this data base, why this woula be so. t'uture

work surely must pay attention to this problem 'xIfore dead

Start can be meaningfully improved in any way.

The second finding of interest is that preschool programs

seem to be associated with a few higher academic scores (as

measured Ly the WHAT) when compared to no preschool experi-

ences. It 4R only in 'Lae LcutheaRr that Head Start, as a

kind of preschool, appears to be respcut1c frIr tnat

effect. It should be noted that this finding is generally

consistent with the findings of the original transition
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study. There it was reported that Black Head Start

children, when contrasted to other Blacx children exhibited

a "Value Added" academic performance level attrltutable to

Head Start. The secondary analysis can serve to cast light

on this finding in two ways.

First, the "Value Added" contribution of Head Start to

Black children occurs almost exclusively to the children of

the Southeast. There are no Black Head Start scores wnich

exceed Black Non-Head Start scores in the Northedsc or West

and one small, non-significant finding in favor of Black

Head Starters in the Southwest. However, the largest major-

ity of Black children in this saaple are found in the South-

east so that it is still not entirely clear whether this is

a site or ethnic effect.

Second, the original analysis based the Value Added ana-

lysis on a single, total WRAT score. The secondary analyses

utilized a set of WRAT sub scores generated from a factor

analytic procedure. These analyses revealed positive Black

Head Start effects in the Southwest on just three (out of

eight) sub scores, indicating some specific but not easily

explained ;:ffects of Head start on this particular group of

children.

Once again, there is nothing in the head Start programs

of the Southeast that can account for these advantages (and

disadvantagesl. The effect could be because these CUIIULVIA

are almost exclusively Black, or because they come from

lower socioeconomic conditions, or because they are a year

older than most of the other Head Start children, or recause

there is something unique about the Southeast. it is rot

clear why any of these factors could serve to make Head

Start effective in 3 subtests of the WHAT and not in others.

What is clear is that this issue needs to be examined in

such greater detail than this data base allows 111 order to

fully understand and utilise it.
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The third finding of interest is that the pattern or aca-

demic effects is so strangely distributed across regions of

the country. The regions do represent substantially aliter-

ent psychoeducational environments and in order toi Head

Start to profit from this, it is necessary to understand it

considerably more intimately than now is possible. if there

is any major direction for research wnich Heaa Start should

take in the future it is the understanding of these complex

educational issues. This is likely to be the direction

needed in order to increase significantly the impact Head

Start might have in diminishing the cycle of poverty.

The final point that should be made is about the low mdg-

nitude of relationship between the activities emphasized in

the center and the performance of the children. it is ail-

ficult to draw the conclusion that there is no relationshil,

between the events experienced by a child over the course or

a year in Head Start and the,kin of performance the chain

exhibits in a testing situation in public school. In the

judgment of the present writers, such as conclusion should

not be drawn. Simply on the grounds of experimental design,

that one cannot prove the null hypothesis, such a conclusion

is not justified. However, there are several other issues

having to do with measurement rather than design which sug-

gests that such a conclusion .Ls inappropriate.

The measurement of the activities at the center was

accomplished 4), judgments of the center directors. The

shortcomings of this method, as opposed to direct observa-

tion of classroom events are obvious. In aduition, the

assumption that all children in the sample received the

treatment defined by these judgments was discusses in Chap-

ter 1 of this report and found seriously wanting. it is not

at all certain that the activity emphasis which was taggec

to each child in our sample did in fact represent the exper-

iences received by that child. It is also likely that the

true curriculum delivered to each child was considerably

more diffuse and multidimensional than the single activity



emphasis score implied. One major reason why center ativi-

ties and child outcomes did not relat- to each other is that

activities as curriculum was probably measured with a great

deal of unreliability.

The second reason why the conclusion of null effects of

curriculum is inappropriate is that the outcome measures, in

particular the WRAT, are not the appropriate 'measures. for

the outcome of a preschool program. It .is likely that the

preschool program administered in the Southeast region where

the children of Kindergarten ege rather than preschoolers

might appropriately be measured by an academic achievement

instrument, but this is not true for programs designed for

4-5 year olds. The dominant developmental task of this .age

is the acquisition of prosocial skills in a peer environ-

ment. Exploring the environment is attractive to children

of this age, but the full excitement of accumulating the

pieces of information which are characteristically 10111a in

the achievement tests, and definately characteristic of the

WRAT, does not occur until a little after the preschool

years. the WRAT, in other word may not be the most appro-

priate way of measuring the kind of curriculum found in Head

Start.

Whereas it ought not be expected that large acaaemic

gains are the likely outcomes of a preschool program,

effects such as Assertiveness probably ought to be expected

from substantial programs. The fact that only weak rela-

tionships between this effect and the measured activity

emphasis of the center could be identifieo is, in the juag-

went of the present write,, supportive of the notion that

the activities of the center were poorly measured. There is

every reason to conclude, therefore, that the best direction

for future Head Start research is toward the development of

useful measures of educational input.

-i
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TABLE Q7.1A

Summary of Regression Analyses
Preschool Versus No Preschool Contrast

Northeast Region

Va rf A de N R'
A

R
2

Total
F Si go.

Si nificance of b's

HAED PERCAP DOMEST112 BLACK WHIlE
PRE/
NO PRL

Such 6 Read Words 346 .010 .014 1.54

Name Letters 346 .124 .125 .52 ** *4- *4-
,

Copy Marks 346 .124 .134 4.01 *
A*F *4- *-

Letter Recognition 346 .039 .039 .00
**4-

Written !lath 344 .017 .022 1.50

Oral Math 1 (Easy) 346 .075 .077 .73
**f

Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 344 .073 .075 .74
*

Counting Dots 346 .037 .J38 .10

*+

All American 289 .080 .091 3.34
**4-

Assertive 289 .004 .055 14.92 **
**4-

* implies p (.05
**ic,plies p < .01
+/-indicates direction ci b



TABLE Q7.1B

Summary of Regression Analyses
Preschool versus No Preschool Contrast

Southeast Region

Variable N R
2

A
R
2

Iota)
F Sign.

Significance of b's

HAEI) PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK vallIF
PHE/.,,

NO Par

SpellA Read Words 314 .164 .167 1.16 **4- hlk+
---1

Name Letters 314 .015 .017 .87

Copy Marks 314 .036 .049 4.44 *
*+ Af

Letter Recognition 314 .029 .029 .18 *+ *

r:ritten Aath 314 .170 .175 1.79 **f **+ *f+

Oral Math I (Easy) 314 .003 .021 5.72 * *4

O ral M ath I/ (Difficult) 314 .054 .064 3.26 * *

Counting Dots 314 .017 .019 .59

All American 248 .089 .09 .25 hicf

Assertive 248 .012 .028 4.01 * *f

----

* implies p C .05 ,

**implies p < .01
1 - indicates direction of b

1 .)
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TABLE (17.1C

Summary 'of Regression,Analyses
Preschool versus )No Preschool Contrast

Southwest Region,

Variable N R
2

A
R
2

Focal

, .

F Sign.

Significance of b's

HAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE
PRE./

NO per.

':pell S Read Words 188 .131 .150 3.95 * *A+ A+

:ame letters 188 .113 .133 .03
**-

opy Marks 188 .167 .177 2.03
**-

.et!'er Recognition 180 .0)9 .039 .02

..ritt,n :lath

lral Math I (Easy)

188,

188

.067

.107

.083

.112

3.16

.98

AA+

AA

.

Oral Math it (Vifficult) 188 .063 .083 .02
AA-

sooting Dots 188 .060 ' .070 1.92 .

AI

Al American 157 .210 .213. .53 */ */ AA-

sserttve 157 .060 , .060 .01
t-

* implies p < .05
**implies p < .01
+1-Indicates direction of b
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TABLE Q7.1D

Summary of Regression Analyses
Preschool versus No Preschool Contrast

West Region

0

Variablele N R
2 2

otal
R
T

F Sign.

SlenIficance of b's

MAF.0 PERCAP IIONF.STN2 BLACK WHITE
PRE/

NO PRE

Spell 6 Read Words 204 1 .030 .032 .40 *4'

Nfl Letters 264 .093 .093 .01 A+ Al

CLpy Harks 264 .205 .206 .13
A+ *+ AA

-

Letter Reco$111tion 264 .024 .028 .99

;:ritten Nath 264 .047 .054 1.70

Oral-nu b I (Easy) 264 .074 .074 .01
A+ A

Oral Math II (Difficult) 264 .089 .089 .01

Counting Dots 264 .031 .032 .13
A*

All American 206 .163 .164 .09 * **+

Assertive 206 .080 .105 5.51 * A+ A+

I

A implies p 4 .05
**implies p < .01
+/-indicates direction of 1,



TABLE Q7.lE

Summary of Regression Analyses
Preschool versus No Preschool Contrast

All Regions

Variable N R2
A

R2
Total

F Sign.

Sienificance of b's

MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE
PRE/

AI PRE

Spell & Road Words 1112 .019 .030 12.17 ** **4- **4-

Mme Letters 1112 .028 .029 1.99 .
** *WI'

Copy Mark.; 1/12 .043 .043 .01

**4

Letter Recognition 1112 .007 .007 .47

;:ritten Math 1112 .014 .027 15.05 ** *4- *4- **F

Oral Math,[ (Eas) 1112 .021 .024 3.52' * **+

Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 1112 .042 .042 .12 **4- **4-

Counting Dots 1112 .009 .009 .03 *1.

All American 900 .114 .114 .31
**-1- **I **4".

*-

Assertive 900 .012 .033 19.74 *k *4 **4-

* Implies p < .05
**implies p t .01
+/- indicates direction of b



TABLE (17.2A

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast

Northeast Region

lariable N R
2

A
R
2

lotal
F Sign.

Significance of b's

MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE
U.S./
NO PRE

Spell & Read Words 278 .022 .022 .03

!lame Letters 278 .097 .097 .00
***

Copy Marks 278 .115 .124 2 96
i

Letter Recognition 278 .049 .049 .04
***

Written lath 278 .011 .012 .47

Oral Math I (Easy) 278 .092 .093 .14
A* *

.

Oral Math Il (Difficult) 218 .047 .063 4.52
* *+

*-

Counting Dots 278 .011 .012 .32

All American 235 .032 .106 6.21
* *A*

..
*-

Assertive 235 .006 .085 19.56
** * *+

I

* implies p < .05
**implies p <-.01

-indicates direction of b



TABLE Q7.2B

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast

Southeast Region

Variable N

1

R
2

A

2
R
Total

F Sign.

Significance of b's

NASD DESCAP VOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE H.S./
NO PRE

Spell & Read Words 242 .030 .031 .24

&me Letters 142 .043 .045 .47
***

Copy Marks 242 .039 .051 3.14

letter Recognition 242 .046 .048 .46
** **

Written :lath 242 .025 .027 .47

Oral Mack I (Lasy) 242 .015 .029 3.54 *
*+

Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 242 .048 .060 2.96 *-

Counting Dots 242 .003 .003 .15

All American 181 .124 .125 .18
**-

Assertive 181 .011 .039 5.04 *
*+

* implies p < .05
**implies p < .01
+/-indicates direction of b
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TABLE Q7.2C

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast

Southwest Region

Variable '1 R2
A

2

Total
F Sign.

Significance of b's

MAED FE1 CAP H OMESTM2 BLACK WHITE
H.S./

NO PRE

Spell & Read Words 148 .047 ,.050 .37

Karie Letters 148 .123 .125 .43 * *-

Copy Marks 148 .232 .25? 3.89 A *"
*4 *A-- *4'

Letter Recognition 148 .039 .039 .02

Written :lath 148 .035 .040 .85

Oral Math I (Easy) 148 .110 .119 1.42
**-

Oral Math II (Difficult) 148 .075 085 1.50 * *-

Counting Dots 148 .065 .079 2.01

All American 124 .202 .203 .25
*f *4 **-

Assertive 124 .062 .066 .59

A implies p ( .05
**implies p <.01
*/-indicates direction of

.J



TABLE Q7.2D

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast

West Region

V ariable N R
A

it.?

Total
F Elgn.

Significance of b's

MAED "ERCAP BOME STM2 LARUCK WRITE
NO

H.S./

PRE

Spe L b Read Wards 118 .039 .045 1.06
*-

Ham. Letters 178 .136 .135 .01

Copy Marks 178 .259 1260 .14
*-4. **-4. ** **-

Letter Recognition 173 .037 .039 .32

. .

Written .lath 178 .018 .019 .25

Oral Mathrl (Easy) 178 .136 .136 .01 " *+ ' "-

Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 178 .127 .128 .13

-+

Counting Dots 178 .047 .1)47 .00
*

All American )44 .195 .195 .00
kltl. hf

AssertIve )44 .073 .127 8.49
**

..4. *'+

k implies p < .05
**implies p <.01
4/-indicates direction of b

1 rt t
a.)



ers TABLE Q7.2E

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus No Preschool Contrast

All Regions

Variable N R
2

A

2
R
Total

F Sign.

Significance of b's

?WED °E1CAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE U.S.,
NO PRL

1
ISpell & Read Words 846 .017 .017 .22

Name Letters 846 .026 .026 .09 *4-
**+

Copy Marks 846 .047 .047 .00
**4-

Letter Recnnition 846 .007 .008 .96

Written Math 846 .014 .016 1.55
*+

.

Oral Math 1 (Easy) 846 .028 .029 1.14
**4-

Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 846 .032 .032 .28 *I- *4-

........,_

Counting Dots 846 .011 .012 .04

All American 684 .116 .118 1.65 **4-
**4 **-

.

Assertive 684 .008 .054 32.65 ** 4,4- *06+

* implies p G.05
**implies p < .01

-I /- indicates direction of b

1.`J 3



TABLE Q7.3A

Summary of Regression Analyses

Head Start versus Other Preschool Cortrast
Northeast Region

Sienificance of h's

Variable N R R
2

F Sign. MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE
H.S./

A Total OTHER

Spell 6 Redd Words 229 .017 .046 6.87 **
z 0-

Rome Letters 229 .155 .165 2.70
Ai-

*i-

Copy Marls 229 .072 .072 .20
*WI-

.

letter Recognition 229 .077 .079 .57
**4-

Written :lath 229 .026 .036 2.28

Oral Oath 1 (last) 229 .105 .115 2.28
**

Oral Oath 11 (Difficult) 229 .070 .099 7.22 ** AF **-

Countiol, Dots 229 .034 .034 .04

All American 192 .091 .119 5.79 * *F *-1- *-

Assertive 192 .011 .042 6.10 * *+

* implies p ', .05

**implies p < .01
II-indicates diiection of b



TABLE Q7.3B

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus Other Preschool Contrast

Southeast Region

tA

Variable 1 R2
A

R2
lotal

F Sign.

Significance of b's

)LIEU PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK WHITE
H.S./

OTHER

Spell 4, Read Words 234 .209 .258 15.02 ** *4. **-

N'.:-.0 Letters 234 .029 .029 .00 '

Copy Marks 234 .041 .042 .41
*4:,

Letter Recognition 234 .048 ___.,061 3.22 **4. **-

Written Math 234 .218 .269 i0.35 '** *4- *4-
*-

Oral Math 1 (Eas)) 234 .005 .008 -,65

Oral Path 11 (Difficult) 234 .084 .085 .30 *4. *4.

Counting Dots 234 .020 .046 6.18 *
*4

All .American 189 .135 .147 2.55 *4. *f

Assertive 189 .039 .050 2.07

* implies p < .05
**implies p < .01

+/-indicates direction of b



J
TABLE Q7.3C

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus Other Preschool. Contrast

Southwest Region

Varlable N R
2

A

2
R
Total

F Sign.

Sienificance of b'c

MAED .PERCAP HOMESTM2 BLACK smut U.S.,

OTHER

Spell 6 Read words 119 .213 .224 1.62 **4

.,:lt-e Letteii- 119 .221 .230 1.37
**

Copy Harks 119 .174 .174 .01
**-

Letter Recognition 119 .025 .033 .87

Written Math 119 .099 .103 .43

Oral Hach 1 (Easy) 119 .154 .156 .28
*is

Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 119 .115 .136 2.67
**

Counting Dots 119 .057 .061 .43

All American 103 .232 .239 .93
**-

Assertive 103 .082 .092 .99

* implies p < .05
**implies p < .01
11-indicates direction of b

2.



TABLE Q7.3D

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus Other Preschool Contrast

West Region

Variable
-....

R,
2

R
2

]Dial F Sign.

Sienificance of b's

MAED PERCAP MOMES1112 BLACK MIT H.S./

OTHER

Spell 1. Read Words 173 .036 .060 4.24 * *-

I:lire Letters 173 .070 .071 .22

Copy Harks 173 .170 .173 .68 **

Letter Recognition 173 .045 .045 .02
.

Written lath 173 .098 .118 3.75 * *1- *-

Oral Math 1 (Easy) 173 .075 .076 .30

Oral Math 11 (Difficult') 173 .098 .099 .11

Counting Does 173 .022 .022 .05

All American 135 .148 .149 .15
**+

Assertive 135 .076 .080 .61

-..

* implies p 4 .OS
**Implieo p < .01
t /- indicates direction of b

2'.... ,..,
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TABLF, .3E

Summary of Regression Analyses
Head Start versus Other Preschool Contrast

All Regions

um"

Variable N- RA
2

R
rotal

F Sign.

T
Sienificance of b's

MAKI) PERCAP

....

HOMISTH2 BLACK KNITI
H.S./

OTHER,,

Spell 6 Read fiords 755 .036 .077 33.90 ** *
**-

Napv letters 755 .029 .038 6.79 ** * *4. **,

Copy Harks 755 .031 .031 .17
**+

Letter Recagnittun 755 .009 .011 1.32

Written nath 755 .025 .060 28.23 ** *4' * *-

Oral Hach 1 (Ea s0 755 .020 .024 2.'16
*4'

Oral Hath 11 (Difficult) 755 .043 .052 7.42 **
**

-

Counting [lots 755 .007 .009 1.57

All American , 609 .113 .123 . 6.91 ** **4 * *+
* * **-

Asserive m 609 .009 .028 12.02 **
**+

* implies p < .05
"[wiles p c .01

t /- indicates direction of b

'



Question 8: Teacher Perceptions of Head Start Children

The original analysis of peblic school teachers' rating

of children in their classrooms showed that Head Start chil-

dren weLe generally rated higher on some social motivational

factors than other children. The interpretation of these

findings is difficult until the meanings underlying these

ratings are determined. The purpose of the present analysis

is to extend the examination of teacher ratings to clarify

their meanings, to establish a set of scales, that hould

reliably reflect these meanings, and to determine the rela-

tionship between teacher ratings of Head Start children and

family background characteristics of the children as hell as

their academic performance.

In order to deal with these issues, the teachers' iatings

of children, as measured by subscales on the schaeier

Teacher Rating Scales and the teller Teacher Rating Scales,

were factor analyzed. Two clear and independent factors

emerged. They represent the two major d:..1,ensions of meaning

which underly the teacher ratings. These factors are:

I. The All American Child, composed of a combination of

the following:

Independence in learning

Not introverted

Task oriented

Popular with other children

Likely to be a high academic achiever

Capable or asking for held when needed without

fear or guilt

II. Assertiveness, composed of a combination of the fol-

lowing:

Enjoyment of and desire to have social contact

with adults

Enjoyment of and desire to have social contact

' with other children

Aggressively relates tc others

Low tolerance for frustration or intrusion.
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Utilizing factor scores each child was scored on these

two scales to represent teachers' perceptions discussed in

the -next secticns.,

1

1 Do public school teachers' perceptions of Head Start

1

children vary accoding to family background? of the

1 children?

Kindergarten teachers tend to perceive children from higher

income families in which there is more stimulating materials

in the home as higher on the All American Child scale. That

is, teachers perceive these children as more popular, pre-

sistent, task oriented, high achievers, friendly and outgo-

ing.

On the other had, teachers do not judge the assertiveness

of children according to the character of the hnrs'g

ground.

1

1 Is there a relationship between teacher perceptions of

children and their social and academic performance in

kindergarten?

Children who are rated high by teachers on the All Ameri-

can Scale do achieve at higher levels than children who are

rated by teachers to be low on the scale. On the other

hand, children who are rated high on the Assertiveness scale

have the same distribution of academic scores as children

who are rated low by teachers. It is possible that teacner

perceptions of children on some properties such as persis-

tence, popularity, and independence are influenced by the

family background of the child and in turn influence the

academic performance of the child. However, teacher rating

of Assertiveness appears unrelated to the family background

of the child and has no influence on the academic perfor-

mance of the child.

- 188 - 2 l...



Technical Discussion

The interpretation of teacher ratings is a difficult task

generally but it is particularly difficult in the case of

the Transition study data base. There are two approaches to

tbis task. In the first approach it is necessary to distin-

guish between the contribution of the teacher to the rati.ngs

from the contribution of the characteristics of the children

to the ratings. Teacher bias and response tendencies are

well known factors which can influence ratings, and there

are a number of reasons to expect that these factors will be

operative in this case. In order to partial out the teacher

contribution, it is necessary to have each teacher make a,

large number of ratings of a large number of children and to

determine the consistencies of ratings over categories of

children. Unfortunately the requisite number of ratings ate

not available so that some alternate methods will have to be

devised.

The second approach is to determine the content validity

of the rating scales themselves. The most reasonable way to

deal with this problem is through concurrent validity proce-

dures, correlations among sets of ratings. For example, it

is important to know what the teachers intended to communi-

cate when they made judgments of the children as high or low

in aggression/hostility. These personality characteristict-,

are not directly interpretable. Both aggression ana hostii-

ity are perfrectly reasonable responses of any individual to

particular situations. They become inappropriate -then tney

are applied to situations in which their expression is

either harmful to others in a non-productive annet, or in

which they are inadvertantly harmful to the individual

expressing them. These behaviors can be seen as desirable

outcomes of the developmental process by some teacheiS ahe

undesireabie by others in such a way that these aifterett

perceptions are not at all contradictory. What,is necessary

is the determination of the meanings which raters associate

with these personality characteris4 tics. Since there is a

- 189 2 ".1k-,



great number of other ratings of personality properties made

by the same teachers about the same children, correlations

of aggression/hostility ratings with all tne other ratings

will shed a good deal of light on these associated meanings.

If all the corelations of all the variables are sorted out

into coherant groups of variables by a factor analytic tech-

nique, then the meanings ascribed to the personality charac-

teristics should emerge from the clusters. Factor struc-

tures provide measures of increased stability ana are

therefore of greater value than the individual variables

taken alone. Of course, once a factor structure is establ-

ished, each factor can serve as a single variable and can be

related to other conceptually meaningful variables as well.

There is one other reason for adopting a factor analytic

approach even though the original study had estaolishea sev-

eral vf-tors of teacher ratings. The vectors establishes by

the original investigators were judgmental rather than

empirical. That is, the vectors were constructed by combin-

ing those scales which seemed to the investigators to clus-

ter together on theoretical grounds. in order to determine

the appropriate interpretation of these vectors, tne logic

of clustering cannot be assumed, it must rather be tested.

It is necessary to search the full set of ratinge to see

which unanticipated variables cluster with each vector in

order to check the interpretation.

One further reason for redoing the ccustruction of vec-

tors is that several instances of incorrect scoring werk!

discovered in- the original analysis. In particular,

instances in which the polarity of an item was not reversed

in order to be consistent with the direction of the scale

were noted. The scale values were, therefore, not. always

correct. Once these changes were made, it was reasonable to

then submit the full set of scal,.:s to 1 completely empirical

analysis. This process will first be described and then tile

task of sorting out the teacher response bias will ue

addressed.



The two instruments which were used to collect teacuer

ratings of the children were the Schaeter Classroom Behavior

Inventory and the Beller Rating Scales. The scales rrom

each of the instruments, listed below, were entered into a

principal components analysis, varimax rotation. Two compo-

nents were rotated and the summary of these factors are pre-

sented in Table Q8.1.

Schaefer Classroom Behavior Inventory

Task Orientation

Extroversion/introversion

Hostility/tolerance

Popularity (single item)

Expectation of Child academic performance

(single item)

Belles Rating Scales

Autonomous Achievement Striving

Aggression

Adult Dependency

Child Dependency

Dependency Conflict

The first factor contained six scales whose loading were

very high (.b3 to .82) and which served to define the major

property of the factor. These scales were (in order of

loading) Autonomous Achievement Striving, Extroversioil, Task

Orientation, High Acaaemic Expectation, Popular, Low oepen-

dency Conflict. The polarity of the scalqs as tney related

to the factor are reflected in the names of the scale.

Thus, high scores in this factor would describe chilaren wno

are high on each of these scales. There were no other sca-

les which loaded higher than .33 on this factor so that it

is appropriate to consider the inte-pretation in Lerms of

the six highly loaded scales.

An autonomous, extroverted, task oriented, popular, non-

conflicted child who leads the teacher to expect high aca-

demic achievement gives the impression of a nature, rckthk:r

2,,
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ideal youngster. We telt that a most appropriate names for

this factor. is "The All American Child". The factor scoring

procedure was based on the sum of the products of the stanu-

ardized raw scores tines the factor loadings unich is

designed to capture the full variance accounted for by the

factor while maintaining the independence of the factor from

all other factors.

The second factor was defined by four scales whose load-

ing ranged from .67 to .84. These scales (in order of load-

ing) were Child Dependency, Adult Dependency, Aggression,

Hostility. There were no other scales which loaded higher

than .37 so that it is appropriate to interpre.: this tactor

in terms of these four scales.

It should be noted that the behaviors which describe the

adult and the child dependency scales (Table Q8.2) reflect a

desire on the part of the child to be close to, to be recog-

nized by, and to be accepted by others. At the same time,

these behaviors indicate a willingness to ask others for

help at critical times. Note also that the measure of

dependency conflict, the tear of expressing a need or uesire

to be close to others, does not load on this tactor. Thus,

this factor can be interpreted to refer to children 'who dtf-_

oriented positively toward other people and who can accel_t

closeness from them without fear or anxiety. This is a

mature behavior pattern. How then would the presence Ot

hostility and aggression in this factor be accounted for?

The most reasonable interpretation is that a child no

has mature and positive attitudes towards others is conli-

dent enough in his own status to exhibit strong reSistence

to the encroachment by others into his psychological space.

Intrusion, i.e., an attempt by another to displace one from

one's own space, is a difficult force to resist by young

children and can only be done while maintaining a relatively

positive attitude toward other people generally. Thus it is

a child who has a positive attitude toward relating witn

others and who robustly resists intrusiveness who serves



the referent for teachers who provided these ratings.

However, these kindergarten teachers tend to label this

robust and assertive way in which a child stands uk it01. his

rights as aggressive and hostile.

The Beller scales, which were used to gather these

teacher judgments, facilitates the confusion between asser-

tive defense of one's own space and anti-social hostility by

deliberately excluding the intent of the child's physical

action from the rating criteria. The behaviors involved in

resisting intrusion, or in being assertive, are very similar

to those involved in being overtly hostile. Unless the

intent of the action is included in the criteria for puug-

ment, it is possible to make the sane judgment for two quite

different intents. it seems reasonable that the judgment of

""agressive" when combined with a judgment of ""depenuent

upon (i.e., likes and enjoys being with) adults and chil-

dren" should be interpreted as assertive and robust in tte

resistance to intrusion. This is further supported by the

finding that such behaviors as "cocky", "outgoing", "self

serving and attention demanding" (i.e., extroversion) are

not associated uith this pattern of positive attitudes

towards people and aggressiveness. For these reasons, we

felt that an appropriate name for this factor is "Assertive-

ness". The factor scoring procedure is the same as for the

"All American Child" factor which results in two factors

entirely uncorrelated with each other.

Once the factor scores have been established, the task of

determining their appropriate interpretation can be extended

to the relation of these scores to other conceptually infor-

mative measures. The only other source of data for thlS

task is in the judgments the children make of tnemseives.

Unfortunately there are no judgments of the children mane ray

parents which can aid in the interpretation of the Leacher

ratings, so that children self Judgments are the only source

of concurrent validity. Two sets of scores are avdilabie

for this procedure. , The first are the friendship cAoices



and the second are the self judgments Lade on the Values

Inventory for Children.

The Friendship choices measure was rejected for this

procedure because it is itself highly ambiguous. The child

is asked to name his friends in his class. The score is a

count of the number of friends named. The response to this

questions is confounded with memory, envy, desire to be

liked, social sensitivity, and many other subtle factors.

The interpretation of this measure as an indicator of

friendships is highly suspect and consequently the use of

such an ambiguous scale is rejected as a basis for determin-

ing the validity of the teacher ratings.

The Values Inventory for Children (VIC) is a psychometri-

cally stable instrument which was further stablized in the

current study by submitting the several scales to a factor

analysis (principal componants solution, varimax rotation).

Two factors emerged, both of which are interpretable. Table

Q8.3 summarizes the factor structure.

The first factor (VIC I) is defined by the highly loaded

scales of Sociability, Conformity, and me First. A child

who is high on this factor seems to be field dependent and

egocentric. Although it might be expected that a child

rated high on the All American Child Factor would not rate

himself high on this VIC factor, it is likely that All Amer-

ican Child score would show some variability on VIC 1. This

is confirmed by the low correlation between these two scales

and this supports the original interpretation of the A.A.1

American Child factor.

The relationship between the Assertiveness Factor ana VIC

I can also be expected to be low given the interpretation of

Assertiveness presented here. This is what was found.

VIC II factor is composed of two scales: Achievement

Motivation (a measure of the attractiveness of school to tue

child) and Asocial Behavior. A child scoring high on this

factor reports that he likes school and school related

activities, and that he likes to play unpleasant tricks on
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other people. such a child may be a manipulator of others

and in some, but not all cases may give the impression of

being an All American Child. Thus, in this case it is

expected that a low relationship between the All American

Child and VIC II be observed and this is in fact what is

reported in Table Q8.4.

This factor may also serve to define the assertiveness

factor in the following manner. A hostile child couiu

easily be a manipulator. On the other hand, and assertive

child may appear at times to be manipulating others and at

other times the same behavior can be seen as protection

against intrusion. Thus, if the interpretation of the

assertive factor is that the high scorer is hos-

tile/aggressive, then there should be a positive relation-

ship between this score and the score on VIC II. If the

interptetation of the assertive factor is that the child is

a robust resistor of intrusion, then there should be littie

or no relationship between these scores and the scores on

the VIC II. An examination of Table Q8.4 indicates no rela-

tion between these scores so that the latter interpretation

is mere viable.

To summarize, there are two major meaning structures

which lend conerance to the ratings which teachers apply to

the children of this study. The first structure we have

labelled the "All American Child". It is interpretea to

refer to an outgoing, likable, active, persistent, anu suc-

cessful child. This is a stable variable (vector) describ-

ing a psychosocially mature child. Those receiving a high

score in this variable are perceived by kindergarten teach-

ers as very mature and those receiving a low score are per-

ceived as less mature. The second meaning structure found

in these ratings has been labelled an "Assertive" dimension.

In order to understand the meaning of the teacher Judy-.

ments fully, it is important to examine all of the relation-

ships these variables have with others in the study. There

are two major sets of variables to which the teachers rating



vectors should be related. One is the set oit outcome

variables, and the second is the set of family demographic

characteristics used in the full analytic model as adjusting

variables. The demographic variables will be discussed

first.

Table Q8.5 presents the intercorrelation matrix of the

two teacher vectors with the demograhic and academic varia-

bles. The "All American Child" vector does significantly

relate with these 'variables in a positive direction. The

higher the scores on mother's education, home stimulation,

and per capita income, the higher the ratings c the All

American Child measure. Table Q8.5 also indicates that

there is no relationship between the assertiveness variables

and these demographic measures.

Conclusion&

These seem to be two ratter separate dimensions of

teacher ratings which are found in these data and which nave

quite different implications. On the one had tLe All Ameri7

can Child theme within teacher ratings indicates a relation-

ship between socially desirable behaviors, academic achieve-

ment, and socioeconomic status in the eyes of teachers.

This is not a new finding and it is one of significant euu-

cational value if in fact the casual relationships among

these variables can be established. Unfortunately, there is

no meaningful way of approaching this problem with tne cur-

rent data since all measures were taken once and at the sane

time. In order to establish causal relations in a case such

as this, it is necessary that some kind of teoporal separa-

tion between the variables can be established and that is

not possible in the present case. Note that the usual

interpretation of the casual relationship among these varia-

bles is that teacher expectations (which are based on an

internalized, pre-existing stereotype of the academic capc-

ities of upper 'and lower income children) contributes to

both less desirable social behavior of the children of 'quer

-;
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income families and lower academic achievement of these

children The notion that children will behave (and

achieve) in accordance with the way in which their teachers

expect them to achieve and behave is a popular one tor which

some evidence is generally available. In order to be educa-

tionally usefully, however, it must be shown how the alter

native notion (that childrens' behaviors and achievement

contribute to teachers' judgments, a process which must 'ne

true in some sense or else it would Le impossible for us to

expect that teachers could meaningfully assess childrens'

performance) interacts with the notion that teachers' expec-

tation causes childrens' behavior. Clearly both notions are

likely to be true in some senses, and the educationally

important knowledge is how the two interact. in additic:,

it is important to discover what has not yet been discov-

ered, namely the means by which teachers communicate their

expectations to children, so that we might be in a Eosition

to train teachers to avoid the pitialJ of the self fulfill-

ing prophecy. The present find:.ng that SEE of children,

teachers judgments of the children, and childrens' academic

achievement are all generally intercorrelated is another

example of a most interesting problem in education, nut one

which cannot be solved in the present study.

The second theme however, has somewhat more potertia. for

the fsaure. The judgment that some children are more asser-

tive than others, and that the only variable on the present

data base associated with that judgment is whether the Ch110

attended Head Start or not are findings of some interest..

The present data'base is not fully capable of distinguishing

between the assertiveness which Head Start-children brougnt

withe"then to Head Start and the assertiveness which they

acquired from Head Start. However, it is impressive that

the assertiveness scores are not related to the measures of

SES (per capita income and mothers' education). These ±c-

tors are related to academic achievement (Table 0.6) it

the Head. Start children did bring assertiveness with them

from home, it is quite surprising that it is unrelated to



these SES indicators. Thus, it seems reasonable to assume

that a good deal of the measured' assertiveLess, which is

found in the Head Start children (and not found in foughil

comparable children who did not go to Head Start) should 1.3(-T

attributable to the experiences acquired in Head Start.

If assertiveness is not related to the present measures

of academic achievement in the beginning grade of public

school, it is reasonable to consider what other value such a

trait might have. One such value is suggested immealately

by the nature of the definition of assertiveness as used in

the present context. We have suggested that what the teach-

ers' are .judging is the tendency of the child o actively

resist intrusion into his psychological space.' Clearly, the

negative expectations which teachers seem to have about

children from the socioeconomic and ethnic groups from which

the Head Start children come can be considered a negative

intrusion. The generally intrusive nature of the social

judgments which are placed upon children when they are

segregated in school systems because of their ethnic and

economic backgrounds is another eample of that which asser-

tive children might be able to resist. We are, in other

words, suggesting that if the-Head Start children are learn-

ing assertiveness in Head Start, that they might also De

acquiring the capacity to better resist the psychologica

damage which so often accompanies a hostile social and euu-

cational world.

The consequence of the acquisition of this capacity to

resist some of the socially-based stresses of public school

are difficult to predict, but they obviously do not incluae

imiediate academic gains. The effects of assertiveness

be expected to be slow and pernaps.cumulative so thdt tnt

effects ought not to be discernible until later on IL the

eleinentary grades. The effects might not be expected in the

academic areas at all and they might mot be observed in all

.children equally. For example, more assertive children

might.be able to resist the slow deteriotation in ana with



0

drawal from the school environment which characterizes tue

career of so many chidren from disadvantaged families

Thils, by the fifth or sixth grade, assertive Heaa St: .

children might be found in fewer numbers among the high 4t-

risk children even though they might not be closing the gap

between their academic achievement levels and norms for

their grades. This means that the assertiveness could be

expected to have effects disproportionately among the at-

risk children and that the effects on them ought to be found

in the indicators of risk. This is not inconsistent With

recent findings that longitudinal effects of preschool for

low income children can be found in reduced rates or reten-

tion in grade and assignment to special classes. These are

precisely the kind of at-risk indicators which might be res-

ponsive to the degree of assertiveness (as defined in the

present study) acquired in the preschool years.

There is, of course, no evidence for these broau specula-

tions. However, it is reasonable to consider the tinalnys

on teacher ratings of Head Start children in this liynt. 1±

support for such a notion can be found then. some important

implications for tnese findings are present.



TABLE Q8.1

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS RESULTS
FOR AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES

(n=1305)

Factor

Factor I: All American

Loading

Eigen
Value

Percent of
Variance

4.07 40.7

Autonomous Achievement .827

Striving (Beller)

Extroversion/Introversion
T

.784

(Schaefer)

Task Orientation (Schaefer) .782

Popularity (Schaefer)2 - 753

Child's Academic and Behavior .778

Potential (Schaefer)

Adult Dependency Conflict -.632

(Schaefer)

Factor II: Assertiveness 2.20 22.0

Child Dependency .840

(Beller)

' Adult Dependency (Beller) .743

Aggression (Beller) .721 .7\

Hostility/Tolerance3 (Schaefer) .669

1
The higher score indicates extroversion.

2 The higher score indicates lack of popularity.

The higher score indicates hostility.

:
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TABLE Q8.2

Items on the Adult and Child
Dependency Factors from the

Beller Teacher Rating Scales

ADULT DEPENDENCY:

1. How often does the child seek help from the teacher and other adults?

2. How often does the child seek recognition from the teacher and other

adults?

3. How often does the child seek physical contact with teacher and other

adults?

4. How often does the child seek attention from teacher and other adults?

5. How often does the child seek to be near to others, teacher and

other adults?

CHILD DEPENDENCY:

1. How often does the child seek help from other children?

2. How often does the child seek recognition from other children?
. .

3. How often does the child seek physical contact from other children?

4. How often does the child seek attention from other children?

5. How often does the child seek to be near to other children?
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TABLE Q8.3

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS RESULTS
FOR VALUES INVENTORY FOR CHILDREN

Factor

(n=1224)

Eigen

Value

Factor I: 2.53

"Me First" .911

Sociability .899

Social Conformity .850

Factor-II: 1.12

Social Behavior .842

Achievement Motivation .703

- 202 -

0

Percent of
Variance

50.5
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Child
Ratings:

Teacher
Ratings

TABLE Q8.4

CORRELATIONS OF TEACHER RATING
FACTORS WITH CHILD RATING

FACTORS

Head Start Only
(n =443)

VIC I VIC II

All American

Assertiveness

....,...,,

All Children
(n=895)

VIC I VIC II

0.145** 0.073 0.118** 0.029

0.029 -0.053 0.003 -0.009

* = p<.05

** = p<.01

27. ;
;



Child
Ratings

Teache

Ratings

All American

Assertiveness

TABLE Q8.5

CORRELATIONS OF TEACHER RATING FACTORS

WITH DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Head Start Only
(n)

Mothers' Home

Education Stimulation

Per Cap.

Income

All Children
(n)

Mothers' Home

Education Stimulation

Per Capita
Income

0.157** 0.196** 0.213** 0.209** 0.248** 0.254**

(477) (477) (490) (933) (949) (966)

0.039 0.002 0.026 -0.040 -0.053* -0.083**

(477) (477) (490) (933) (949) (966)

* = p<.05

** = p<.01

22



TABLE Q8.6

CORRELATIONS OF CHILD ACADEMIC OUTCOMES
WITH TEACHER RATINGS

Teacher Ratings

Child Outcomes

All Children
(n=1102)

. Head Start Only
(n=534)

All American Assertive . All American Assertive

Spell and Read Words .152 -.089 .074 -.098

Name Letters .211 -.048 .208 -.018

Copy Marks .283 -.135 .302 -.147

Letter Recognition .131 -.023 .160 .009

Written Math .136 -.042 .055 -.061

Oral Math I (Easy) .243 -.067 .263 -.027

Oral Math II (Difficult) .266 -.081 .200 -.057

Counting Dots .154 .017 .173 .044

de

.2 ) -).... ._
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Question 9: A Model a InteFrelkt)..onships Among Predictors

21 Chili Outcomes

In the original study, a series of outcome measures were

analyzed as dependent upon such family background factors as

mother's education, family income, and hone stimulation var-

iables. In addiaon, selected measures of parental atti-

tudes and parent involvement were used as predictors. In

the secondary analysis, these factors along with measures of

Head Start activities are entered into a model of interrela-

tionships to find the most effective set of causal paths to

child outcomes. These analyses attempted to answer the fol-

lowing question:

I

I I
Is there a predominant set of interrelationships among 1

SES factors, parent attitudes, home stimulation mea- 1

I

sures, parent involvement measures, and the Head Start I

1

activities which leads to heightened levels of child 1

outcomes?
I

t

There is one set of interrelated factors which lead to

small but important effects in a few of the child outcome

measures. The set is composed of Head Start as a direct

factor in child test performance (the major component of the

set), plus Head Start as a contributor to the presence of

academically stimulating events in the home which in turn

contributes to the performance of the child on the outcome

tests (the minor component of the set) . These multiple

routes of Head Start toward child performance worked in com-

bination to produce small but important effects in a measure

of visual-motor skill (copying marks), in two of.the,more

difficult math subtests, and in the measure of assertiveness

constructed for this study. In addition, some of these

effects of such interrelated factors are associated with

particular activity emphases in the Head Start center rather

than with Head Start in general. The strongest of such

activity emphasis effects in this model is found with the



Dramatic/Expressive Play emphases. Centers which emphasize

Dramatic/Expressive Play show the highest impact on reading,

spelling and assertiveness when these effects are analyzes

as part of the causal model used in this study.

Techpic#1 piscussion

Consider the recursive model depicted in the causal dia-

gram in Figure 9.1 and represented by the following set of

structural equations:

X1= P12X2 P13X3 P14X4 P15X5 P16X6 P1wW

X
2
= p

23
X
3
+ p

24
X
4
+ p

25
X
5
+ p

26
X
6
+ p

2u
U

X3= p34X4 + p35X5 + p36X6 + p3vV

X
4
= p

45
X
5
+ p

46
X
6
+ p

4t
T

It is assumed the random disturbances (T,U,V,W) are mutually

uncorrelated and uncorrelated with the observed variable on

the right-hand side of the structural equation in which they

appear.

In this recursive model, the dependent variables (X1) are

the academic and affective factor scores used as child out-

come measures. The exogenous variables are mother's eauca-

tional attainment (HAM) andiper capita income (PC1). Three

variables were considered iitervening between the outcome

variable and the exogenous variables: Head Start experience

(HSNOPRE =, 1 if Head Start, = 0 if no preschool), parental

attitude toward education as a means of upward mobility

(HESSFS3), and an index of hone stimulation (HOMESTIS2). The

Head Start experience was considered causally antecedent to

parental attitudes toward education and the home stimulation

index, while parental attitude toward education was Consid-

ered antecedent to home stimulation. Only Blacks in the



Southeast were included in the analyses. This limited focus

was adopted because it is necessary to consider such.a model

of causal relationships within regions rather than across

regions and since the original analyses were focused on

Black children, the present causal model adopted the same

strategy. Listvise deletion was used in the least squares

regressions so only those Blacks with valid information

available for all variables entered into the moael are

included in the analyses. For the academic variables, 125

entered into the analyses, while 90 entered into the ana-

lyses for the affective measures.

In order to facilitate interpretations of specific paths

within the model, systematic applications of ordinary least

squares regressions were used to decompose the total effects

of one variable on another into direct and indirect effects.

Successive computation of reduced-form equations beginning

with an equation containing only the exogenous variables

then adding intervening variables in sequence from cause to

effect generated the necessary information to decompose

effects into their various direct and indirect portions.

Total effect of one variable on another is the sum of tne

direct and indirect effects. It indicates how much combined

indirect and direct change in a consequent variable is

induced by a unit shift in an antecedent variable. Indirect

effects refer to that portion of the total effect which is

transmitted or mediated by intervening variables in the

model. In other words, indirect effects indicate how much

change occurs in a consequent variable because the manipula-

tion of an antecendent variable of interest leads to changes

in an intervening variable which in turn leads to change in

the consequent variable. Finally, the direct effect of one

variable on another refers to the portion of the total

effect which is not mediated by other variables, i.e., the

effect which remains when the intervening variables are held

constant.



The effects presented in Tables Q9.1, Q9.3, Q9.5 to Q9.7,

are the standardized regression coefficients for the rele-:

vant paths. They can be interpreted as folloWs: for every

unit change in a predictor variable or set of variables, the

figure entered in the table indicates the amount of change

induced in the dependent variable in standard deviation

units of the dependent variable. For example, consider

Table Q9.1, Dependent Variable (X 1), copying marks. The

effects of the variable Head Start vs No Preschool (14), are

presented in the row labeled Head Start vs No Preschool.

The total effect of this variable on the copying marks out-

come variable is .205 standard deviation units of the copy-

ing marks distribution. Thus, Head Start, overall influ-

ences a little sore than a fifth of a standard deviation of

copying marks. The extreme right hand column of this table

records the direct effects of the Head Start variable, and

in this case the figure is .181. This indicates that of the

total .205 SD's which Head Start influences, the portion

which is direct and unrelated to the influence Head Start

has on any other variable is .181 SD's. The column labeled

Indirect Effects Via (E2), which is Home Stimulation,

records the contribution of the predetermined predictor var-

iable that results from the influence of Head Start on Home

Stimulation. In this column, the appropriate figure in the

present example is .023. This indicates that when the

effect which Head Start has on Home Stimulation is assessed

for its effect on copying marks, the amount of change

induced in this outcome measure is .023 SD's. The total

Head Start effect on copying marks is therefore, the sum of

the direct effect (.181) and the indirect effect !.023).

Note that in this case there are no other indirect effects

associated with Head Start.

Tables Q9.1 to Q9.3 present the total effects, indirect

effects, and direct effects of the several variables in the

model on each of the dependent variables. These effects are

generated through successive reduced-form regression equa-

tions. In addition, Table Q9.4 presents the simple Pearson

90



correlation matrix of all predictor and exogenous variables

with'each other. There are several preliminary findings

which need to be mentioned before the central findings are

presented. First, it is clear that when the antecedents to

enrollment in Head Start are examined in this model, only

mother's education show.; any relationship with this varia-

ble. Children who go to Head Start in this sample have

mothers whose level of education tends to be below that of

the mothers of children who did not attend preschool. There

is no relationship between per capita income and enrollment.

Both of these findings replicate previous findings ir the

secondary aaalysis.

Next, when the antecedents of parental attitudes are con-

sidered, only the per capita income relates to this varia-

ble. The lower the per capita income, the greater is the

belief that education is a significant means to upward

mobility. Head Start does not contribute any variance to

this belief nor does mothers' education. It should .Je

noted, however, that the magnitude of the change in parental

attitudes associated with changes in per capita income is

quite small, amounting to just .11 SD's. The soures of var-

iance in these attitudes is not therefore strongly located

in the present model.

Finally, the index of home stimulation (X2) is, in the

present sample, positively related to per capita income,

attitudes toward education, and to whether cr not the chila

was enrolled in Head Start. Thus, if the child was enroi.ked

in Head Start there is an overall increment of .209 SD's in

the Hose Stimulation variable. In other words, Head Start

produced about a fifth of a standard deviation of Home Sti-

rulation change in its enrollees. The other sources of var-

iance in Home Stimulation come from factors unrelated to the

educational experiences of the child, viz.c per capita

income, and parental attitudes toward education. Une of the

goals of Head Start is to produce just such changes in the

hone atmosphere, and it is this portion of the variance of
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home stimulation factors which is attibutable to Head Start

that we wish to examine for impact on children. The causal

mechanism by which per capita income and parental attitudes

influences the events in the home which are measured by the

index used in the present study is not at all clear. It is

also unclear (in the sense that there are few data on the

present data base which can speak to the issue) how Head

Start experience contributes to the change in the scores on

Home Stimulation. The present analv..is indicates that

involvement in the center is moderately associated with var-

iation in Hose Stimulation (see below, Question 11). Other

aspects of Head Start which might contribute to tae cnange

in home environment have not been measured in the present

study so that a full causal analysis of home stimulation

cannot be accomplished in this study.

Turning now to the consequences of the model on child

41
outcomes, Tables Q9.1 to Q9.3, it should be noted that the

indirect effects are generally very small. The large

effects, i.e., those which account for an eighth or more of

a standard deviation of change in any of tke outcomes, are

all direct effects of the SES and Head Start variables.

These latter variables are, of course the most important for

this study, but it is important to note that for the present

sample, Head Start does not interact with any variable in

the model except Hose Stimulation to produce ettects on

child outcome measures.

There are four outcome variables which reflect the direct

impact of Head Start attendance in this sample, and three of

these effects are slightly affected by a Head Start influ-

enced Home Stimulation increment. These three are: Copy

Marks, Oral Math II and Assertive.

The fourth outcome measure which is influenced airectay

by Head Start and for which there are no indirect Head Start

effects is Oral Math I.



In all four cases, the total Read Start effect tell

within the .15-.20 SDs range. However, when these total

effects are decomposed into direct and indirect, the indi-

rect mediating variable (Home Stimulation) contributed small

and consistent amounts to the child outcome measures. For

copying marks, the direct effect of Head Start was .181 and

the indirect effect via Home Stimulation was .023 for a

total effect of .205 SDs. Thus, 88% of the total effect was

a direct Head Start effects and 12% was an indirect effect.

For Oral Bath 11, the total Head Start effect was .150, vith

92% of that effect (.138 SDs) being a direct effect and b%

(.011) being indirect via'Home Stimulation. The assertive-

ness outcome showed a total Head Start effect or .191 of

which 93% was directly attributed to Head Start alone. or.ly

Oral Math I showed a total effect (.15 SDs) 100% of which

was a direct Head Start consequence.

The remaining effects that are displayed in Tables Q9-1

to Q9.3 have to do with the consequences of SES variables

and the psychosocial variables included in the Home Stimula-

tion and Parental Attitudes measures. Hose Stimulation

appears to be an active variable in this model since it

often has a direct effect and rarely does it have an indi-

rect effect, whereas several of the SES measures have indi-

rect effects through Home Stimulation. This variable cap-

tures some of the important ways by which both SES variables

and Head Start have an impact on child outcomes. These

indirect effects are, in the present study, small, nut they

are seen often.

The two affective measures, All American Scale and Asser-

tiveness Scale, are influenced in sharply different ways in

this model as they were in the analyses presented in Ques-

tion 7. The All American Scale is directly influenced by

mothers education (.228 SD's) and per capita income (.13d

SD's) with no evidence for any indirect effects. Public

school teachers judge children to have higher scores on the

All American Scale when their mothers have more education

293



and the family has a higher per capita income than when the

mothers have less education and the family income is lower.

This effect is independent of the child's enrollment in Heaa

Start.

On the other hand, the Assertive Scale is influenced by

attendanCe in Head Start with no evidence for any indirect

effects. That is, public school teachers rate Head Start

children as higher on Assertiveness than non-Head Start

children regardless of the family background of tne chil-

dren. This is a direct Head Start effect which is the same

as that reported in Question 7 of the results section of

this report.

The effects of Head Start reported above can be differen-

tially distributed across types of Head Start programs. It

is possible that Head Start centers emphasizing different

kinds of activities may play different roles in the causal

models under consideration here. In order to explore this

issue, only dead Start children were selected and a Someuhat

different model developed. Here, the model includes the

same SES, family background and paranta:. attitude variables

as those in the first model. However, because this analysis

focuses on Head Start children alone, it is also possible to

consider parent involvement at the Head Start center as a

component of the model. The causal assumption is tnat Heaa

Start centers differ in tue Kinds of activities in wnicn

they engage, that these activities contribute to the magna-

tude of parent involvement, that parent involvement is a

mechanism by which hose stimulation is changed, and that

changes in home stimr'ation will contribute to changes in

child outcome scores. This model is presented in Figure

Q9.2.

Unfortunately, a number of the centers are missing data

on activity emphases, and because a large number of cnilaren

did not have center identifying codes it was necessary to

use pairwise deletion to select the sample and to calculate

the standardized path coefficients. In the pairwise calcu-

2:;u
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lation of the single order correlations, ;_he number- of

observations ranged from 40 to 187 and the total number of

degrees of freedom in the calculation of the path coetti-

cients'of the full model was 39. The results of these cal-

culations are, therefore, quite unstable and should be

treated with a great deal of caution. Indeed, usiny tradi-

tional standards of significance, only one or two effects

can be identified. However, it seems reasonable to con-

sider trends in these data, so that regression coefficients

which are large enough to reach a p <.1U will be mentioned.

For the same reason, none of the indirect effects will be

reported since they are all so small that under the present

circumstances they cannot be Important components of a cau-

sal system.

Tables Q9.5 to Q9.7 present these findings. In respect

to the Home Stimulation variable, there is one clear direct

effect. For each unit increase in the social activities

emphasis, there is an increase of .46 SD's in Home Stimula-

tion. This is a much larger effect on Home Stimulation than

that produced by parent involvement in the center on home

Stimulation. Although it is not clear how this important

variable is influenced, it is lixely that an exploration of

the reasons for the contribution of the social activities

emphasis to this variable would be a very productive tasx.

This activity emphasis may carry a good deal ot Importance

and this is borne out in its role in producing effects on

the All American variable. Here, the direct effect of

social activity emphasis on All American is .381 SD's.

The only activity emphasis which shows a cirect effect on

academic outcome is Dramatic/Expressive Play emphases which

contributes to Spelling and Beading (.305 SD's). This

activity is also strongly associated, in a direct way, with

the production of change in the Assertiveness measure. Here

a unit increment in Dramatic/Expressive Play is associated

with .374 SD's in the Assertiveness Scale. There are no

other findings which can be reported from the examination of

this model under the present sample size.

2
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Conclusion.

The explordtion of effects of complex sets of interrela-

tionships requires a large data base with substantial N's.

Future work in this area needs to keep this in mind when

planning designs and sampling procedures. In the light of

these constraints, caution in the interpretation of the pre-

,.,-sent findings is extremely important.

In general, there does not appear to De strong evidence

for the kind of psyChologic which underlies the models pre-

sented in this report. The largest portion of effects

observable are direct effects of Head Start and SES varia-

bles. The indirect effects are not very frequent, and are

quite small. There does seem to be a good deal of potential

in the Rome Stimulation variable, and it is clear that a

small portion of the variance of this variable is attributa-

ble to Head Start. This Head Start-related variance is very

weakly related to child outcomes and it is this weakness

that prompts the assertion that the psychologic if the model

is not well established. However, this must be modixied my

the assertion that has been made in several places in this

report, that the measures of child outcomes are not at all

to be considered as totally appropriate to the anticipaled

outcomes of Head Start. This together with the constraints

mentioned above suggest that the weak relationships among

the factors in the causal model are underestimates of tne

true state of affairs. The two relationships on greatest

interest here are those involving the centers emphasizing

social development activities and centers emphasizing

expressive/dramatic play. In the former case, there seems

to be a trend in the data suggesting that there is a poten-

tially causal relationship between tne emphasis on social

activities and the magnitude of home stimulation scores for

participating families. In the latter case there appears to

be evidence that expressive/dramatic play contributes to

emergence of high assertiveness scores for participating

children. If these trends can be verified they repiesel:t



significant additions to the knowledge base of Head Stmt.

But it must be noted how tenuous these trends are in the

present data b,_se.

The conclusion which seems to be the most appropriate to

draw is not that the models are wrong, but that they have

not been tested properly. It is impressive that the 'three

activity factors developed in this study carry somewhat ail-

ferent roles in the sequences which produce change in chil-

dren. Accordingly, it is extremely unfortunate that the

application of these curriculum measures has been accom-

plished with such a large degree of error. This point,

developed in Question 1, cannot be understated. There is no

way of knowing whether the few children selected from each

center did, in fact, receive the curriculum treatment in the

way and to the extent to which the present scoring systet,

explicitly assumes. The fact that the activity emphases ao

appear to .function differently in the causal models pre-

sented here suggests that their impact is far greats_ than

the present measuring procedure can reveal.

Much the same can be said for the measurement of the Home

Stimulation variable. Despite a weak definition of a stimu-

lating environment (i.e., a count of the number of materials

and children's books in the home and the number of times a

parent becomes involved with the child on academic matters),

and a weak method of data collection (parental self-report),

the Home Stimulation variable appears to have a great deal

of potential in accounting for child outcomes. The tact

that this variable has just a few tenuous links to Hedd

Start despite a stenuous effort to systematically Influence

the home environment by Head Start workers suggests that tne

measurement issue is a prime problem which must be resolveci

before the subtleties of a causal model can be managed.

The major thrust of these comments is that d compie.

model requires data which are at the same level of complex-

ity and subtlety. The task of finding evidence to support

or deny a model of interrelationships among variables



related to social and intellectual growth in cniIdien cannot

be accomplished by measuring surrogates of the.crii.ical var-

iables at long distances from their locales. Thus, if it is

necessary to know how a curriculum contributes to parent,

involvement and how that in turn contributes to the home

environment, it is necessary to be in the center andobserve

how the curriculum is experienced by each subject in the

sample. It is necessary to understand exactly how aud why a

parent relates to the center in the way he/she does. It is

necessary to be in the home to measure the intellectual as

well as the affective environment of that home. Large scale

studies involving many subjects scattered across the nation

cannot be usea to answer question for which in-depth data in

very large amounts are required from each subject.



TABLE Q9.1

INTERPRETATION OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF READING

CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PREDETERMINED
VARIABLE

TOTAL
EFFECT

INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA DIRECT
EFFECTX

4
X
3

X
2

HSNOPRE (X4) MAED (X
5
) -.103 -- -.103

PCI (X
6
) .018 .018

HESSFS3 (X3) HSNOPRE (X
4

) -. CO2 -- -- -.002

MAED (X5) .095 .001 -- .094

PCI (X6) -.111 .000 -- -.111

HO?YSTM2 (X2) HESSFS3 (X3) .220 -- .220

HSNOPRE (X4) .209 -- .000 .209

MAED (X5) .087 -.022 .021 .086

PCI (X
6
) .181 .004 -.024 -- .201

Spell and Read Words HONESTM2 (X
2
) .086 -- -- -- .086

HESSFS3 (X
3
) -.048 -- .019 -.067

HSNOPRE (X4) .034 -- .000 .018 .016

MAED (X
5
) .011 -.004 -.004 .008 -.012

PCI (X
6
) .094 .001 .005 .017 .071

Name Letters 30esTm2 (X2) .063 -- -- -- .063

HESSFS3 (X
3
) -.048 -- .014 -.063

ESNOPRE (X4) .072 -- .000 .013 .059

MAED (X5) ) -.110 -.007 -.007 .006 -.103

PCI (X6) .315 -.004 .006 .013 .300

Copy Marks HOMESTM2 (X
2
) .111

)

-- .111

HESSFS3 (73) .001 '.024 -.023

HSNOPRE (X4) .2J5 .000 .023 .131

MAED (X
5
) -.171 -.021 .000 .010 -.160

PCI (X6) .082 .004 .000 .022 .056

Letter Recognition HOMESTM2 (X
2
) -.137 -- -- -.137

HESSFS3 (X3) .038 -- -- -.030 .068

HSNOPRE (X
4
) -.068 .000 -.029 -.039

MAED (X5) .232 .007 .004 -.012 .233

PCI (X6) -.276 -.001 -.004 -.028 -.243

---



TABLE Q9.2

INTERPRETATIONS OF LttECTS IN A MODEL OF MATH

CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PkEDETERMLNED
VARIABLE

TOTAL
EFFECT

INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA DIRECT
EFFECTX4 X3

"2

HSNOPRE (X4)

HESSFS3 (X
3
)

MAED (X
5
)

PCI (X
6
)

HSNOPRE (X
4
)

MAED (X5)

PCI (X
6
)

-.103

.018

-.002

.095

-.111

--

--

.001

.00G

__

--

--

-.103

.018

-.002

.094

-.111

HOMESTM2 (X2) HESSFS3 (X
3
) .220 .220

HSNOPRE (X,4 ) .209 -- .000 -- .209

MAED (X
5
) .087 -.022 .021 -- .086

PCI (X
6
) .181 -004 -.024 -- .201

Written Math HOMESTM2 (X2) .183 -- -- .183

HESSFS3 (X3) -.050 -- -- .040 -.091

HSNOPRE (X
4
) .018 -- .000 .038 -.020

MAED (X5) -.107 -.006 -.005 .016 -.116

PCI (X6) .196 .000 .006 .037 .154

Oral Math I (Easy) HOMESTM2 (X
2
) -.009 -- -.009

HESSFS3 (X3) -.012 -- -- -.002 -.010

HSNOPRE (X4) .152 .000 -.002 .154

MAED (X
5
) -.060 -.016 -.001 -.001 -.043

PCI (X6) .182 .002 ) .001 .003 .180

Oral Math II (Difficult) HOMESTM2 (X2) .055 -- -- .055

HESSFS3 (X3) .017 -- .012 .005

HSNOPRE (X
4
) .150 -- .000 .011 .138

MAED (X5) .026 -.015 .001 .005 .035

PCI (X
6
) .127 .003 .002 .011 .115

Counting Dots HOMESTM2 (X2) -.094 -- .094

HESSFS3 (113) .043 -- -.021 .064

HSNOPRE (X4) .017 -- .000 -.020 .037

MAED (X5) -.117 -.002 .004 -.008 -.111

PCI (X6) -.039 .000 -.005 -.019 -.015



TABLE Q9.3

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF

AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PREDETERMINED
VARIABLE

TOTAL
EFFECT

INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA DIRECT
EFFECTX

4
X
3

X
2

HSNOPRE (X
4
) MAED (X5) -.098 -.098

PCI (X
6
) -.044 .044

HESSFS3 (X3) HSNOPRE (X4) .031 ../* MINIMS =11. .031

MAED (X
5
) .069 -.003 .072

PCI (X
6
) .005 -.001 .006

HOMESTM2 (X2) HESSFS3 (X3) .267 .267

HSNOPRE (X
4
) .228 .008 .220

MAED (Xs) .024 -.022 .019 .027

PCI (X6) .238 -.010 .002 .246

All American HOMESTM2
2'

-.054 -.054

HESSFS3 (X3) .116 -.014 .130

HSNOPRE (X
4
) .011 .003 -.012 .020

MAED (X5) .233 -.001 .008 -.002 .228

PCI (X
6
) .124 -.001 .001 -.013 .138

Assertive HOMESTM2 (X2) -.072 -.072

HESSFS3 (X3) .128 -- -.019 .147

HSNOPRE (X4) .191 .004 -.016 .203

MAED (X5) .047 -.019 .009 1-.002 .059

PCI (X6) -.028 -.008 .001 -.018 -.003
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TABLE Q9,4

IPERCAP 0.3483

( 187)

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ANTECEDENT VARIABLES

ACTFACT1 0.0804 0.1122

( 68) ( 69)

ACTFACT3 0.0706 0.0737 0.3421

( 68) ( 69) ( 69)

ACTFACT2 -0.0111 0,1550 -0.6558 -0.0548

( 68) ( 69) ( 69) ( 69)

HOMESTM2 0.2635 0.2321 -0.1689 -0.1740 0.3213

( 180) ( 181) ( 67) ( 67) ( 67)

HESSFS3 0.0198 -0.0489 -0.2159 - 0,0414 0.1564 0.2703

( 114) ( 114) ( 40) ( 40) ( 40) ( 109)

P1323201 0.1293 0.0905 -0.0124 -0.0276 -0,0033 0,1980 0.2182

( 183) ( 183) ( 68) ( 68) ( 68) ( 176) ( 112)

`2`)c... J



TABLE Q9.5

INTERPRETATIONS OF ANTECEDENT EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF

ACADEMIC AND AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PREDETERMINED
VARIABLE

TOTAL
EFFECT

INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA DIRECT
EFFECTX4 X X cUMBINED

HESSFS3 (X4) ACTFACT2 (X9)

ACTFACT3 (X8)

ACTFACT1 (X7)

PCI (X6)

MAED (X5)

.006

.035

-.223

-.043

.050

----

----

----

----

----

Oa

.006

.035

.035

-.043

.050

Parent Involvement (X3) ACTFACT2 (X9) -.012 .001 - - -- -.013

ACTFACT3 (X8) -.032 .008 - - -- -.040

ACTFACT1 (X7) -.024 -.050 ____ .026

PCI (X
6

) .054 -.010 ____ .064

MAED (X5) .114 .011
/

.103

HESSFS3 (X4) .225 ---- ____ .225

HOMESTM2 (X2) ACTFACT2 (X9) .460 .001 -.001 .460

ACTFACT3 (X8) -.238 .008 -.004 .001 -.243

ACTFACT1 (X7) .173 -.050 .003 -.005 .225

PCI (X6) .236 -.010 .007 -.001 .240

MAED (X5) ,.189 .011 .011 .001 .166

HESSFS3 (X4) .246 ---- .023 .223

Parent Inv (X3) .104
.104
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TABLE Q9.6

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF

READING CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PREDETERMINED TOTAL

VARIABLE EFFECT X
4

INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA
X
3

X
2

COMBINED

DIRECT
EFFECT

Spelland Read Words ACTFACT2 (X9) .005 -.001 .001 .150 .000 -.145

ACTFACT3 (X8)- .224 -.004 .002, -.079 .000 .305

ACTFACT1 (X7) .030 .027 -.001 .073 -.015 -.054

PCI (X6) .032 .005 -.003 .078 -.001 -.047

MAED (X5) .123 -.006 -.005 .054 .007' .073

HESSFS3 (X4) -.051 ---- -.010 .072 .008 -.121

Parent Inv (X3) -.010 m ma .034 -.044

HOMESTM2 (X2) .235 .235

Name Letters ACTFACT2 (X0) -.056 -.000 .000 -.013 .000 -.043

ACTFACT3 (X8) -.113 -.001 .001 .007 -.002 -.118

ACTFACT1 (X7) -.065 .011 -.000 -.007 .003 -.072

PCI (X6) .226 .002 -.001 -.007 .000 '.232

MAED (X5) .008 -.002 -.002 -.005 .000 .017

HESSFS3 (X4) -.059 ---- -.003 -.006 -.002 -.048

Parent Inv (X3) -.018 -.003 -.015

HOMESTM2 (X2) -.029 ___ -.029

Copy Marks ACTFACT2 (X9) .266 -.000 .000 .057 .001 .208

ACTFACT3 (X8) -.138 -.002 .001 -.030 .000 -.107

ACTFACT1 (X7) .195 .012 -.001 .028 -.004 .160

PCI (X6) .121 .002 -.002 .030 .000 .091

MAED (X5) -.119 -.003 -.004 .021 .003 -.136

HESSFS3 (X4) -.033 -.008 .028 .003 -.056

Parent Inv (X3) -.022 m Oa .013 .... -.035

HOMESTM2 (X2) .124 .124

Letter Recognition ACTFACT2 (X9) -.312 .000 .001 -.034 .000 -.279

ACTFACT3 (X8) -.046 .003 .003 .018 -.001 -.069

ACTFACT1 (X7) -.267 -.018 -.002 -.017 .0U8 -.238

PCI (X6) -.257 -.003 -.005 -.018 .000 -.231

MAED (X5) .220 .004 -.009 -.012 -.003 .240

HESSFS3 (X4) .041 -.019 -.017 -.002 .079

Parent Inv (X3) -.092 -.008 -.084

H01ESTM2 (x2) -.075 -.075



TABLE Q9.7

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF
MATH CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT PREDETERMINED

VARIABLE VARIABLE

TOTAL
EFFECT X4

INDIRECT EFFECTS VIA
X
3

X

DIRECT
EFFECT

Written Math ACTFACT2 (X9) .Z35 -.001 .000 .051 .000 .185

ACTFACT3 (X8) .003 -.003 .000 -.027 .001 .032

ACTFAC-J (X7) .109 .019 -.000 .025 -.005 .070

PCI (X6) .127 .004 -.001 .027 .097 .098

MAED (X5) .009 -.004 -.001 .018 .002 -.006

HESSFS3 (X4) -.058 ---- -.002 .025 .003 -.084

Parent Inv (X3) .002 ---- .012 -.010

HOMESTM2 (X2) .111 ---- .111

Oral -Math I (Easy) ACTFACT2 (X9) .116 -.001 -.000 -.023 .000 .140

ACTFACT3 (X8) -.170 -.003 -.001 .012 .000 -.178

ACTFACT1 (X7) .092 .020 .001 -.001 .001 .081

PCI (X6) '.015 .004 .002 -.012 .000 .021

MAED (X5) .026 -.005 .003 -.008 -.001 .037

HESSFS3 (X4) -.095 ---- .007 -.011 .000 -.091

Parent Inv (X3) .028, ---- ---- -.005 .033

HOMESTM2 (X2) -.050 ---- -.050

Oral Math II (Difficult) ACTFACT2 (X9) -.051 .000 .001 .075 .001 -.128

ACTFACT3 (X8) .197 -.000 .004 -.040 -.001 .234

ACTFACT1 (X7) -.133 .000 -.002 .037 -.004 -.164

PCI (X6) .186 .000 -.006 .040 .000 .152

MAED (X ) -.001 .000 -.009 .027 .003 -.022

HESSE (X41 .018 ---- -.020 .037 .003 -.002

Parent Inv (X3) -.072 ---- .017 -.089

HOMESTM2 (X2) .164 ---- .164

Counting Dots ACTFACT2 (X9) -.059 .000 .001 .004 .000 -.064

ACTFACT3 (X8) -.002 .003 .004 -.002 -.001 -.006

ACTFACT1 (X7) .189 -.019 -.003 .002 .006 .203

PCI (X6) '.053 -.004 -.007 .002 .002 .060

MAED (X5) -.038 .004 -.011 .001 .000 -.032

HESSFS3 (X4) .062 ---- -.023 .002 .000 ,.083

Parent Inv (X3) -.101 ---- .001 OD 00 .1D -.102

HOMESTM2 (X2) .008 ---- .008

211.
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TABLE Q9.8

INTERPRETATIONS OF EFFECTS IN A MODEL OF

AFFECTIVE CHILD OUTCOMES

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

PREDETERMINED
VARIABLE

TOTAL
EFFECT X4

INDIRECT EFFECT VIA
X
3

X
2

COMBINED

DIRECT

EFFECT

All American ACTFACT2 (X9) .363 .001 .001 -.020 .000 .381

ACTFACT3 (X8) .211 .005 '.002 .010 .000 .194

ACTFACT1 (X7) .081 -.033 -.001 -.010 .005 .120

PCI (X6) .197 -.006 -.004 -.010 .000 .217

MAED (X5) .166 .007 -.006 -.007 -.001 .173

HESSFS3 (X4) .123 ---- -.013 -.010 -.001 .147

Parent Inv (X3) -.062 ---- ---- -.004 - - -- -.057

1 HOMESTM2 (X2) -.043 ---- - - -- - - -- - - -- -.043

Assertive ACTFACT2 (X9) -.158 .001 -.002 .084 .000 -.241.

ACTFACT3 (X9) .33) .004 -.005 -.044 .002 .374

ACTFACT1 (X7) -.020 -.024 .003 .041 -.016 -.024

PCI (X8) -.018 -.005 .008 .044 -.003 -.062

!,"ED (X5) .032 .005 .012 .030 .007 -.022

HESSFS3 (X4) .180 ---- .027 .041 .003 .109

Parent Inv (X3) .138 ---- - - -- .019 .119

HOMES (X2) .182 ---- - - -- - - -- - - -- .182
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Question 10: chauctuistics of High Income Head Start

Pia ili.es

In the original study, it was found that the national

sample contained a larger proportion of higher income fami-

lies than was expected. The focus of this analysis is to

describe their characteristics and determine the circum-

stances under which these families are participating in Beau

Start Programs. Income for this study is viewed in three

ways: household income, eligibility, and per capita income.

Eligibility was determined by Office of Child Development

family income guidelines for 1977. Using household income

and family size, these guidelines were matched as closely as

possible given the constraints of the categories of house-

hold income, to determine if the family was above or Delo%

the poverty (eligibility) level.

Are high income Head Start families located in any

particular region or community type?

Yes. In terms of household income gre ter than $10,000,

proportionally more families live in the outheat dna Nor-

theast. The northeast and southwest have higher propor-

tion of families exceeding local elibility stanaarus.

big her proportion of the highest categories of per capita

income (over $2099) are represented in the Nortnedst,

,Southwest and West. Tne Southeast appears to be more in

line with federal guidelines tnan the Northeast or Soutn-

west.

Except in terms of eligibility, where proportionally more

of the ineligibles live in rural communities, there are no

community differences attributable to income.

2 1 )



1
Under what type of program sponsorship are the centers

attended by these higher income families?

Consistently across income measures, within the higher

household incomes, ineligibility category, and higher per

capita incomes, there are proportionally more Head Start

families associated with centers sponsored by Community

Action Agencies than centers operating under other auspices.

What are the background and demographic characteris-
1

tics of these families?

Regardless of the income measure, families with nigher

incomes tend to have mothers educated to a greater degree,

to have a greater incidence of both parents working, and to

be White to a greater extent than lower income families.

Variation in family size is not related to household income,

but families with higher pew capita incomes and families

whose incomes exceed the local eligibility requirements tetd

to have fewer family members.

(

1

What patterns of parent involvement are found among 1

the higher income families?

There is no apparent relationship between income and tree

number of times a parent met with other parents, the fre-

quency of assisting at the Head Start Center, or the nwilper

of times a parent talked with their child's teacher.



t

1

What are the parental attitudes toward school- what

are parents` educational expectations for their chil-

dren?

Some parental attitudes, are related to income. In terms

of household income and eligibility, lower income (less than

$10,000) families and eligible families expressed a wore

negative attitude toward public schools, and believe more

strongly that education is a means for upward mobility than

higher income and ineligible families.

However, parents from households with higher incomes tend

to have higher expectations and aspirations for their chil-

dren than parents from households having lower incomes.

Technical piscussion

Since most participation in Head Start is designated for

the economically disadvantaged, of interest are ditterences

in Head Start families which are related to income. Their

are three reasures relative to income utilized in this por-

tion of the study, household income, eligibility tot Heaa

Start, and per capita income. Differences with respect to

_locality, auspices, family bacxground charcteristics, parent

involvement or parental attitudes toward school must Le exa-

mined in respect to all three income measures.

Household Income. There are 615 famil: .s in the head

Start only category who have household income data. of

these families 84% have household income of less than

$10,000. Approximately one-third of the lower income tami-

lies live in the Southeast and 30.8% live in the Northeast.

The remainder are divided between the West and Southwest,

19.1% and 16.b%, res: ?ctively. The higher income families

are dispersed differently over-regions. The Northeast con-

tains the greatest proportion of the higher income faoilies

(39.6 %) , the Southeast the kmallest (12.9%) . As wicn tne
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lover income families, the West and Southwest have compara-

ble proportions (21.8% and 25.7A, respectively) , however for

the higher income families this proportion is greater than

for lower income families (Table Q10.2) .

The distribution of community types for lower income

families is similar to that of higher income families..

There are slightly more local CAAs represented in the

higher income families than the lower income families (74.1x

versus (63.5%).

Of the families having less than $10,000 in income,

approximately half (51.1%) are represented by mothers wno

has below high school education. Relatively tew (8.6t) of

these lower income families have mothers with above high

school education. Those families having at least a $10,000

a year. income are represented by proportionally fewer

(20.6%) number of mothers with less than a '.igh school edu-

cation and by proportionally greater (57.7%) number of moth-

ers with more than a high school education. Of the less

than $10,000 income families 40.3% have mothers who com-

pleted high school, compared to 57.7% of the families with

at least a $10,000 a year income. (Table Q10.3)

Differences between lower and higher household incomes

are in part attributable to the number of adults working in

the household. Of those families having at least $10,uou

income, 52.7% are families in which both parents work. This

contrasts to 27.35 of the lower income families with both

parents working. at the other extreme, 38.25 of the -Lower

income families versus 4.3% of the higher income families

have no one in the household contributing to income. (Table

Q10.4)

For the lower 'Alcorn° Head start families (having both

household and ethnicity data) a slightly higher proportion

(59.1%) are Black versus (40.9%) White families. For tne

higher incoae families the proportional differences are

greater, one-third are Black versus two-thirds being White.



The distribution of family size is relatively consistent

for both the lower and higher income families. However,

there is a slightly greater proportion (30%) of the nigher

income group having 4 members compared to 21.1% of the lower

income group.

As with family size, there are no overt distributional

differences of number of siblings for those families having

lower incomes versus those families making at least $10.W0

a year.

Three indicators of parent involvement were included in

this portion of the analysis. The distribution of number of

times parents were involved in activities with other parents

did not significantly change for the lower and higher income

families. Distributions of number of times the pareht

helped at the Head Start Center altered slightly though hot

significantly for lower and higher income families. The

remaining measure of parent involvement, number of times

parent talked with tecuer, was not distributionally differ-

ent for lower and higher income families.

Consistently, lower income families had higher mean HESS

factor scores than higher income families. That is, lower

income families expressed a greater amount of school hega-

tivism, and to a greater extent believed that education is a

means for upward mobility than higher income families.

Also, the lower income families tend to perceive a positive

value to education. However, when comparing mean fac-

tor scores for Head Start families having various aegrees of

household incomes greater than $10,00C ana for families with

less than $10,000, some higher income families have greater

mean scores on three of the five HESS factors than ao tne

lower income families. (Table Q10.5) Parents living in

households having $12,000 to $15,000 incomes report a higher

value to education; parents in household having at least

$12,000 or more income, representing two of the three higher

income categories, have a more positive perception of teacn-

ers than do parents with lower incomes.

2 4A
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A parent's perception of how well his/her child will ao

in school is not related to the income of the family. How-

ever, high income parents indicated to a greater extent than

low income parents that their child will complete a voca-

tional or two-year college, or a four-year college. Also,

with respect to ability and performance components, of the

higher income parents, a slightly greater proportion per-

ceive their child as having more than average general ani_L-

ity and above average performance capabilities. In a simi-

lar trend, regardless of their child's acheivement level,

proportionally more parents in the hivbe!r income than in tne

lower income category expect their child to attend a voca-

tional or two-year college.

There are some regional differences attributed to house-

hold income. However, higher and lower Income Head Start

families are equally representea my type of community. With

respect to auspices, the higher income families are found to

a slightly greater degree, in local CAA's sponsored centers

than are the lower income families.

Comparing mother's education of those families having

less than $10,000 with those families having dt least

$10,000, we found reversals at the extremes of mother's edu-

cation. Proportionally more lower income families (51.1i

vs. 20.6%) have mothers with below high school education

and proportionally more higher income families (21.0. vs.

6.6%) have mothers with above high school education. As

expected, higher income families are represented by two

working adults. With respect to ethnicity of families dad

household income, twice as many White as Black families have

household Incomes of at least $10,000. Etnnic breakdowns

are not as pronounced for the lower income families; tnere

59.1% are Black and 40.9% are white. There are only slight

differences in the distributions of family size anti number

of siblings for both lower and higher income families.

There are not apparent differences in any of the tnree

indicators of parent involvement utilized in this part ox

21;,'
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the study and household income. Although lower income

families indicate feelings of negativism toward school, they

-also perceive school as a means for upward mobility, ana

believe in the positive value of education. Generally,

higher income parents have higher educational expectations

for their children than do lower income parents.

There are 586 children whose preschool experience con-

sisted of only Bead Start and who have sufficient data to

determine eligibility for Head Start. This eligibility is

based upon poverty levels for famiy sizes within specific

community types. Of these Head Start children, 64.7% were

eligible and 35.3% were ineligible for participation.

Of those Head Start families who are eligible, about half

(52.1%) live in the South, 37.3% live in the Southeast anu

14.8% live in the Southwest. This contrasts to the regional

breakdowns of the ineligibles in that although 41.h% live in

the South, 17.9% live in the Southeast and 23.7% live ih tue

Southwest. The highest proportion of ineligibles live in

the Northeast (36.2%) . (Table Q10.6)

There are proportionally more children from meaium sizea

cities who are eligible than who are ineligible. Also, pro-

portionally more ineligible families are found in rural com-

munities.

Although local CAA's constitute the majority of both tne

eligibility categories, proportionally fewer eligible Chi_L-

dren (59.b %) were associated with Head Start centers uhuer

the auspices of a local CAA than were ineligible children

(71.9%).

The eligible students have mothers with less education

than ineligible students. Over two-thirds (71.5%) of the

ineligible children's mothers have at least a nigh school.

diploma. This contrasts to 43.5A of the eligible cnilaren's

mothers. There are more families with no one wc,A.king amohy

the eligible families than among the uheligil-_e, as

expected. The ineligible children resided .4..n nomes in WhiCa
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either both parents work (47.8%) or the father works and the

mother does not work (41.4%). There is a greater proportion

of Blacks than Whites in the eligible group and a greater

proportion of Whites than Blacks in the ineligible group.

The elibible families range from small to very large. Tne

majority of ineligible families have 3 to b membets. That

is, 66.9% of the ineligibles are families of size ranging

frog 3 to b; b3.1% of the eligibles are families'in the same

size range.

Two of the three indicators of parent involvement differ

with respect to eligibility. A higher proportion of the

eligible parents did not help at the center (46.0A velsus

23.3%). In addition, the eligible parents tended to have

less contact with Head Start teachers than the ineligible

parents.

With respect to the attitudes toward education and public

schools that were measured in this study, eligible and ine-

ligible parents showed some meaningful differences. The

eligible children's parents expressed more school negativ-

ism, placed a higher value upon education, and viewed educa-

tion as a means for upward mobility than did the ineligi-

bles. There as no difference in the degree of positive

perception of teachers among parents above or below local

eligibility criteria.

Some measures of parental expectations and ellylyliit

are related. The ineligible patents tend to have greater

expectations for their children, not in terms of ability

(how well the child will do in school). Slightly more ine-

ligible parents perceive their child as having wore ability

and above average performance capabilities; whereas,

slightly more of the eligible parents view their chiiuren as

having average ability with above average performance capa-

bilities. The majority of both eligible (70.0A) and

(60.6%) parents have aspirations for their children

that are consistent with their perceived achievement capa-

bilities of their children. Since a higher proportion of



ineligible parents expect their child to attend either a

two-year college or a vocational school, it is not unnusal

to rind that regardless of achievement performance, post

high school education is expected of children from ineligi-

ble homes.

family

puted

al, capita To account for the influence ot

per capita income was com-

sufficient data. Per capita

,Income.

size on household income,

for all families having

income is divided into six categbries: (1) less than 1600,

(2) $600 to $999, (3) $1000 to $1499, (5) $1500 to 412099,

(5) $2100 to $2999, and (6) $3000 or more. There is a

higher proportion of Head Start amilies in the first three

categories than in the last three, 69% versus 31%. Ot the

613 Head start families having per capita data, the South-

east has proportionally more economically deprived families.

(Table Q10.7) There is no significant relationship between

community type and per capita income. Among lower, less

than $1000, per capita families, there are proportionally

fewer enrolled in *CAA sponsored centers than in the higner.

categories. The lower categories of per capita income have

proportionally more mothers lacking a high school ueyree.

As with households with higher incomes, housenOlds having

relatively high per capita incomes, at least X2100, also

have both parents working. Predictably, in tae lower per

X capita households, the probability ot no one working

increases.

There are proportionally more Black families having per

capita income less than $1000, than there are White fami-

lies. (Table Q10.8) Waite and Black families are equally

represented in the $1000 to $1499 per capita income cate-

gory. There is a disproportionate number of White families

having per capita incomes of at least $1500 or higher.

There is no significant relationship between indicators

of parent involvement and per capita income. The number of

times a parent met with other parents, the frequency of

assisting at the Head Start center, and the number ot times



a parent talked with their child's teacher is not dependent

upon a family's per capita income.

The remaining attitude and expectation measures show the

same relationship between these scores and per capita income

as reported earlier for total household income and attl-

tudes. Generally, per capita income and totl nouseholt:

income follow the same pattern.
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TABLE Q10.1

Federal Guidelines for Various Sized

Number of Children

Urban and Rural Families to Participate
in Head Start

Urban
1

Income Limit

Rural

Income Limit

2 3200 4200

3 3800 5000

4 5000 6200

5 5700 6800

6 6800 7700

7 7400 8700

8 8200 9800

9 9200 12,000

10 9800 12,000

11 12,000 12,000

12 or greater 15,000

1 To be eligible as family's income must be less

than the specified -limit.
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TABLE Q10.2. Crosstabulation of Household Income

by Region for Head Start Families

Region

Northeast

n (%)

Household Income

Southeast Southwest West TOTAL

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Less than $10,000. 158 (30.8) 172 (33.5) 85 (16.6) 98 (19.1) 513 (83.6)

$10,000 to $11,999 17 (44.7) 5 (13.2) 9 (23.7) 7 (18.4) 38 ( 6.2)

$12,000 to $14,999 15 (38.5) 6 (15.4) 12 (30.8) 6 (15.4) 39 ( 6.4)

At least $15,000 8 (33.3) 2 ( 8.3) 5 (20.8) 9 (37.5) 24 ( 3.9)

TOTAL 198 (32.2) 185 (30.1) 111 (18.1) 120 (19.5) 614



TABLE Q10.3, Crosstabulation of Household Income by Mother's

Household Income

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to $11,999

$12,000 to $14,999

At Least $15,000

Education for Head Start Families

Below
High School

n ( %)

Mother's Education

High School Above

Diploma High School

n (90 n (90

TOTAL

255 (51.1) 201 (40.3) 43 ( 8.6) 499 (83.7)

10 (26.3) 21 (55.3) 7 (18.4) 38 ( 6.4)

6 (16.7) 22 (61.1) 8 (22.2) 36 ( 6.0)

4 (17.4) 13 (56.5) 6 (26.1) 23 ( 3.9)

TOTAL 275 (46.1) 257 (43.1) 64 (10.7) 596



TABLE Q10.4. Crosstabulation of Household Income by Status

of Parent's Working in Head Start Families

Parent's Working in Family

Both Mother and

Parents Other Adult Father No One TOTAL

Household Income

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to $11,999

$12,000 to $14,999

At Least $15,000

TOTAL

108

16

18

15

157

(27.3)

(43.2)

(51.4)

(71.4)

(32.2)

16

1

4

1

22

( 4.1)

( 2.7)

(11.4)

( 4.8)

( 4.5)

120

17

12

5

154

(30.4)

(45.9)

(34.3)

( 3.2)

(31.6)

151

3

1

0

155

(38.2)

( 8.1)

( 2.9)

( 0.0)

(31.8)

395

37

35

21

488

(80.9)

( 7.6)

( 7.2)

( 4.3)
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TABLE 410.5. Breakdowns-(Means and Standard Deviations) of Hess Factor Scores by

Household Income of Head Start Families

School
Negativism

Values of
Education

Hessfactor Scores

Eduction
Upward Mobility

Social

Traditionalism

Positive
Perceptions
of Teachers

1 S I S Y S I S r S

Household Income (n)

Less than $10.000 1327) 0.19 1.03 - 0.05 0.98 0.24 0.93 -0.06 1.01 0.03 1.03

$10.000 to $11099 (22)-0.19 0.84 -0.50' 1..01 -0.22 1.09 0.26 1.14 -0.31 1.08

$12,000 to $14,999 (19)-0.56 0.59 0.32 1.03 -0.03 0.81 -0.03 0.91 -0.09 0.90

At least $15.000 (13) 0.16 1.06 -0.12 1.17 \,...../-0.13 0.99 0.02 0.80 0.19 0.95

TOTAL SAMPLE 381 0.13 1.01 0.03 0.99 0.18 ,-..' 0.94 A -0.04 1.00 0.01 1.03

2"



Eligibility

Eligible

Not Eligible

TOTAL

TABLE Q10.6. Crosstabulation of Eligibility to Participate

in Head Start and Region

Region

Northeast Southeast Southwest West TOTAL

n (%) n (%) n (%)
n

112 (29.6) 141 ,_/.3) 56 (14.8) 69 (18.3) 378 (64.6)

75 (36.2) 37 (17.9) 49 (23.7) 46 (22.2) 207 (35.4)

187 (32.0) 178 (30.4) 105 (17.9) 115 (19.7) 585

A.



TABLE Q10.7. Crosstabluation of Per Capita Income and Region

for Head Start Families

Region

Northeast Southeast Southwest West

%

TOTAL

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Per Capita Income

$1 to $599 15 (11.5) 71 (54.2) 19 (14.5) 26 (19.8) 131 (21.4)

$600 to $999 55 (34.2) 51 (31.7) 28 (17.4) 27 (16.8) 161 (26.3)

$1000 to $1499 58 (43.9) 31 (23.5) 21 (15.9) 22 (15.7) 132 (21.6)

$1500 to $2099 30 (32.3) 23 (24.7) 19 (20.4) 21 (22.6) 93 (15.2)

$2100 to $2999 24 (38.7) 7 (11.3) 16 (25.8) 15 (24.2) 62 (10.1)

At Least $3000 15 (45.5) 2 ( 6.1) 8 (24.2) 8 (24.2) 33 ( 3.4)

TOTAL 197 (32.2) 185 (30.2) 111 (18.1) 119 (19.4) 612



TABLE Q10.8. Crosstabulation of Per Capita Income of Head Start

Black

Families by Ethnicity

Family Ethnicity

White Other TOTAL

n (%) n (%) n (%) (n (%)

Per Capita Income

$1 to $599 . 92 (70.2) 22 (16.8) 17 (13.0) 131 (21.4)

$600 to $999 79 (49.1) 54 (33.5) 28 (17.4) 161 (26.3)

$1000 to $1499 u3 ;114) 58 (43.6) 15 (12.0) 133 (21.7)

$1500 to 2099 28 (30.1) 46 (49.5) 19 (20.4) 93 (15.2)

$2100 to $2999 14 (22.6) 33 (53.2) 15 (24.2) 62 (10.1)

At least $3000 8 (24.2) 18 (54.5) 7 (21.2) 33 ( 5.4)

TOTAL 280 (45.7) 231 (37.7) 102 (16.6) 613



Question 11: Parent clIALasulLalga Associated with Parent

pivolvement

Question 5 of the RFP, which focused on aspects of fami-

lies and centers which were related to parent involvement,

provided an opportunity to contrast two different notions

about the sources of motivation for involvement. On the ohe

hand, parental economic and educational status was consid-

ered a source of involvement on the assumption that the

values which distinguished between parents of different

socio-economic statuses would predict motivation to beco:Ae

involved. On the other hand, the assumption was made that

all parents were motivated to become involved, but those who

had fewer resources in time and energy would tend to be less

involved. Resources in tine and energy were estimated in

terms of the number of adults is the family who worxed and

who therefore had limited time to become involved. it also

was estimated by the number of adults in the family on the

grounds that the more adults present, the greater the

resources for in-household child care so that at least one

parent could be able to leave the house to attend beau Start

activities.

The findings of Question 5 indicated that some measures

of in-home resources cid predict involvement, aioug 14itn

indicators of SES. In order to examine these contributors

in greater depth, the present study considers the complex of

parental attitudes, home factors, andSES as interrelated

paths toward involvement in the Head Start programs and cen-

ters. Note that this issue considers the factors predicting

involvement. The alternate issue, the impact of involvement

as a Head Start program component on family resources (Ina

ultimately on child performance, is considered in Question

9.



Is there a predominant set of interrelationships along

SES and attitudinal factors which leads to heightened

levels of involvement?

Yes. White parents with somewhat higher incomes tend to

have higher levels of involvement if they also have the

higher educational attainments which are associated with

families who supply more educational materials to chilaren

at home.

Technical 4scussion

The parent interview administered in the transition stud)

asked parents to report their participation in beau Start

activities as well as their interaction patterns with their

children, other Head Start parents, and their children's

teachers. Tables Q11.1 thru Q11.4 provide frequencies of

four indices of parent involvement. Table Q11.1 display:

how frequently parents hapea at the head Start center. it

becomes immediately apparent that indeed Head Start centers

are actively trying to get parents involved in center activ-

ities. Two thirds of the parents were actively involved in

Head Start center activities with almost one-nalt of the

parents helping out at least once a month.

A second index of parent involvement pertains to the

interaction of parents with other parents. Table Q11.2

shows the frequency of parent interaction with other parent

of head Start children. Again it is quite apparent tnat tne

Head Start centers are providing opportunities for parents

to get togetner with other parents. Less than seven percent

(6.5%) of the Head Start parents indicates they did not nave

the opportunity to participate in these parent activities.

The majority of dead Start parents attend these activities

once every one or two months (46.2%) or twice a month

(31.9%) . In general, the Head Start parents report quite a

lot of interaction with other Head Start parents.
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The number of times a parent went to to lx with tue

child's teacher provides a third index of parent involvement

and is displayed in Table Q11.3. The majority of parents

talked with the teacher once or twice.

A fourth measure of parent involvement reflects the par-

ent interaction with the child in the home environment. The

distribution of the number of times the child asked the par-

ents for help with school work is found in Table Q11.4.

Forty-three percent of the parents indicated the children

asked them for help with school work every day.

In an attempt to determine factors associated with varia-

tion in rate of parent involvement, these four indices of

involvement of Head Start parents were examined relative to

a number of variables. These variables includea family

background characteristics (ethnicity, family size, number

of adults, employment status of parents) , socio-economic

status (per capita income, mother's eaucation), parental

attitudes (attitudes toward school, locus of control,

child's expectations), home environment (learning materi-

41s), demographic variables (region, city size) , and center

characteristics (auspices, center ethnicity, center activi-

ties) . An indepth look at the relationship of these varia-

bles with respect to the rates of parent involvement can be

found in Question 5 of Chapter 4.

At this point it becomes obvious that there exists a SUD-

tle interplay between certain characteristics of centers aliu

certain characteristics of parents who enroll their chilarcn

in those center. It seems certain that this complex inter-

action between center and parent characteristics way nave a

profound effect on the rates of parent involvement. it

seems obvious that a causal model intergrating these varia-

bles is cursive and circular so that every variable can me

expected to contribute to the variance of a number of other

variables in the model. It is necessary to lse very careful

procedures, such as path analytic techniques, to identity

those factors which might reasonably be considered antece-

dents of parent involvement. Such an analysis would Lot only
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yield a fuller understanding of the center-parent-community

as a system, but would also increase ones understanding of

what factors might be manipulated to increase the possibil-

ity of higher rates of involvement in the affairs of the

center and in the education of their children.

The podel. The independent variables included in the

causal model of parent involvement were measures of ethnic-

ity, socio-economic status such as per capita income ana

mother's education level, parental attitudes toward school

and tow:1rd the value of education, and home learning envi-

ronment as well as certain center characteristics such as

auspices, center ethnicity aid the emphasis of academic

activities. The dependent variables included in the study

were indices of parental involvement at the Heaa Start cen-

ter, interaction with other Head Start parents, interaction

with child's teacher, and an index of how often the Child

sought help from parents on school work at home. inclusion

of these variables in a causal model allows for potenelai

interpretations of antecedents of parents involvement in a

complex center-parent-community system.

Figures Q11.1 to Q11.4 displays the path diagrams for

this model. The unidirectional arrows represent airect

paths of causal influence. In this moael, the home environ-

ment index and the two measures of school attitude, school

negativism and the value of education, were considered

dependent upon the parents' etnnicity and two measures ()I

socio-economic background, per capita income ana mother's

educational attainment. These two socio-economic measures

were assumed to depend directly upon the ethnicity ot tae

parents (coded 1 for Slack and 2 for White) .

The emphasis of academic activities in the Heau Start

Center was seen as a function of two center characteristics,

auspices and center ethnicity. The auspices of the Head

Start Center ' :as entered as two dummy coded variables, one

indicating operation of the center by public schoois dna tae



other operated by local Community Action Agencies.

Similarly, center ethnicity was entered into the regression

equations using two dummy coded variables, Black center aua

White center variables. Centers with 70% or more of their

students being Black received a code 1 for the BLACK CENTLE

variable while those centers enrolling 70% or more Waite

students received a code 1 for the WHITE CENTER variable.

In addition, academic emphasis in the Head Start was also

seen to be influenced by characteristics associated witn tue

parents of the children enrolled. In particular, the two

socio-economic measures, per capita income and mother's edu-

cation level, may serve as surrogates of values of parents

which enter into the determinations of which activities were

to be emphasized in the Head Start Center. This mouel

assumes that parents' ethnicity influenced the academic

activities of the center only indirectly through their

influence on the socio-economic status of the family,

namely, per capita income and mother's educational level.

The dependent measures of parent involvement were consid-

ered dependent upon center auspices, center ethnicity, the

emphasis of academic activities in the center, parent etn-

nicity, a measure of home environment, and two parental

attitudes (school negativism and the value of eaucation).

This model allows socio- economic factors to influence parent

involvement Indirectly through tneir influence of the home

environment and parental attitudes toward euucation.

The Data. The parent interview questionnaire was used ti;

obtain information about the socio-economic bacxyrouiiu of

the parents participating in the study, about parent atti-

tudes toward school, and about parent involvement in a Lum-

ber of areas. Only parents with children enrolled in head

Start were used in the analysis. Center characteristics

were taken from the center questionnaire. This curter

information was disagdregated to parent level Dl tagginy

center data to each child enrolled in its respective center.



Direct regression routines used to estimate path

coefficients displayed by the recursive path models require

the input or calculation of a matrix of zero-order correla-

tions. By using listwise deletion in the computation of

these correlation matrices, every parent included in the

analyses had a valid response to each of the variables

entered ia the model. The number of subjects used in each

model varied slightly due to missing information or the

dependent variables. The sample sizes used in subsequent

analyses are as follows; 165 for the analysis of parent

involvement at the Head Start Center; 168 for the examina-

tion of parent interaction with the child's teacher; 162 for

the analysis of parent involvement with the child in the

home; and 157 for the examination of parent interaction with

other Head Start parents.

Results. The results of subsequent path analytic proce-

dures are shown in Figures Q11.1 to Q11.4 in the form of

estimated stanaaraized regression coefficients. The results

confirmed the hypothesized positive effects of parent Eth-

nicity (coded 1 for Black and 2 for White) on the two socio-

economic measures, per capita income and mother's level of

educational attainment. Being White appears to be an aavan-

tage in terms of socio-economic status. The results of the

regression of home environment on per capita income,

mother's education and parent ethnicity also confirm prior

expectations. The positive effect of these variables on

home environment clearly support tne premise that cultural

and socio-economic factors influence the opportunities for

fostering specific kinas of home environments. Genera.Liy,

mothers' education and parent ethnicity have a profound

effect on home environment while higher per capita incomes

provided a slight advantage in terms of increased home sti-

mulation.

Where the regression of parental school attitudes on the

two socio-economic variables and parent ethnicity were con-



sidered some prior expectations were confirmed, yet some

surprises were produced. The negative effect of parent eth-

nicity on school negativism and value of education reflect a

tendency of Blacks to feel somewhat powerless and alienatea

with respect to school changes, while continuing to foster

an attitude that education offers a potential avenue to suc-

cess in future endeavors. dother's education was also

hypothesized to have a positive effect on the parent's atti-

tude toward the value of education and a negative ettect on

school negativism. The path coefficients confirmed this

hypothesis. Parents with greater educational attainment

believe in the virtues of a good education and believe that

their efforts to improve the schools would be supported ny

teachers and principals. However, examining the effects of

per capita income on these two school attitudes proviaed

somewhat surprising results. Apparently, parents with

higher per capita income have lower expectations of the

value of education and entertain somewhat more negative

attitudes toward school.

The results of the regression dl academic activity empha-

sis on the Head Start Center on the dummy cooed variables

denoting auspices and center ethnicity hs well as the two

socio-economic variables confirmed most of the prior expec-

tations. Predominantly slack centers are emphasizing these

activities. The high negative path coefficient (-.41) of

local CAA operated centers indicate a relatively strong

indication that these centers emphasize other types of

activities and emphasize academics to a lessor extent than

centers under different auspices.

The effect of socio-economic variables on academic activ-

ities in the Head Start Center was considered. it was anti-

cipated that this effect would be slightly positive. Par-

ents of high socio-economic status perhaps would seeA out

Head Start centers where acaaemic activities were an integ-

ral part oi the curriculum. However, these effects vier

found to be minimal, and hence produce no effect on the



decisions to emphasize cademic activities within the cen-

ter.

The regression of the four involvement measures on aus-

pices, center ethnicity, academic emphasis, home environ-

ment, school negativism, and the value of education produced

some interesting results. Foremost, it appears that 1..:e

home environment has a strong effect on all measures of par-

ent involvement. Parents who expose their children to a

greater number of educational materials in the home appar-

ently tape an active part in the education of their children

by involving themselves in activities of the Head Start Cen-

ter, talking with the child's teacher, interacting with

other Head Start parents and helping the child at nome The

standardized partial regression coefficients of parent

involvement regressed on the home environment index remained

relatively consistent ranging from ,21 to .261 It should le

noted that an alternative causal path, in w4a;ch involvement

has an impact on home stimulation, is not being tested here.

The component of each of these variables cpnsiderea in tile

present causal model is that in which home environment con-

tributes to involvement. The alternative model is discussed

in Question 9.

The effects of parent attitudes on parent involvement

were also examined. With respect to school negativism, par-

ents who felt powerlessness or alienaticn towaru school

tended to interact with their child's teacher -- become

involved in Head Start activities infrequently. Also, these

parents have the opportunity to interact with other mead

Start parents only occasionally. However, the children of

these parents actively sought help on school work at home at

a much higher rate. Wben the effect of parents' attitudts

toward the value of education or parent involvement was exa-

mined, its effect was positive. The greater the value

placed on education the more the parents were involved, par-

ticularly with respect to talking with the child's teacner.



When the effects of academic activity emphasis in Head

Start Centers was considered, it was found to have a slight

negative effect, particularly when the involvement dealt

with interaction with the child's teacher. The more emha-

sis on academics the less parental involvement in the center

and with the classroola teachers. It should be noted that

academic emphasis at the Head Start Center had no effect on

the number of times a child asked their parents for help on

school work in the home.

With respect to the direct effects of auspices on parent

involvement, a problem arose as a result of the listwise

selection procedure which had to be used here. This proce-

dure resulted in a somewhat disproportionate number of

White, high involvement families being selected. Since eth-

nicity is confounded with auspices, the comparison between

different auspices on rates of involvement had to Le

adjusted. There were no essential differences between cen-

ters under different auspices following adjustment for this

problem, which is a replication of the findings reported lb

Question 5. No other effects of this selection procedure

were noted.

The ethnicity of the center has relatively little direct

effect on two of the parent involvement Indices. however,

parents with children enrolled in predominantly Black cen-

ters are asked by their children for help on school worx

more frequently as evidenced by the relatively hign

positive path coefficient. The interpretation of this rela-

tively strong relationship must be continuously explored aue

to potential confounding by regional effects. most of the

predominantly Black centers are found in the Southeast where

children enter directly into first grade as opposed to

entering into Kindergarten. It is entirely possiole that

first gr-ales have more projects or homework outside of

school and thus seek more help from their parents on these

occasions. On the other hand, it truely may be a phenomena

of predominant Black centers. In addition, parents with

t

- 254



Children enrolled in predominantly White Head Start Centers

tend to become involved with other Head Start parents more

often than parents found in predominantly Black centers.

The remaining direct effects of center ethnicity are mini-

mal.

The estimated direct effect of parent ethnicity on parent

involvement are relatively small. Whale all the effects are

positive between parent ethnicity (coded 1 for Black ands

for White) and the four measures of parent involvement none

411-
of the path coefficients are greater than .10. However, the

total effect of parent ethnicity on parent involvement was

much greater due to the indirect effects of parent ethnicity

on socio-economic factors, school attitudes and home envi-

ronment. This is particuiarly true with respect to iarent

involvement at the Head Start Center. Whites tend to have

higher per capita income and higher levels of educational

attainment which in turn is positively related to the runner

of educational materials in the home which is positively

associated with participation on Head Start activities.

Similarly, Whites tend to have a less negative attitude

toward school which is related to more involvement at the

center. In essence, when the direct and indirect effects oi

parents ethnicity are taken into consideration Whites tena

to be more involved.

Conclusion

The preceding models have attempted to present a causal

explanation for variations in rates of parent involvement at

Head Start Center, with teachers, with other Head start 1:ar-

ents, and with their children. By no means do tnese moaeis

explain all the variations in rates of involvement fot these

four indices. A large portion of the variations is dile to

variables not included in the models. However, there

appears to be some general consistencies across these ..goueis

which are of potential interest.
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First of all, it is very apparent that the home environ-

ment is a major contributor to parent involvement. To a

lesser extent, the reverse is also true. This issue is dis-

cussed in Question 5. Parents providing a great number of

educational materials in the home are also actively partici-

pating in Head Start activities, involved with other parents

of Head Start children, talk with the teacher more otter,

and help their children with school work in the-home. These

parents wbo have made a concerted effort to provide a stimu-

lating home environment for their children are concerrieu

with the educational experiences provided tneir cnildren.

As a resul+, given the opportunities to become involved in

the educational progress of their children they actively

participate.

A second major factor contributing to parent involvement

is the parent's attitudes toward schools. Those parents who

feel their efforts to improve the schools are futile ale

less compelled to become actively involved in activities

associated with tue scnool. This sense of powerlessness no

alienation leads to resentment and consternation, resulting

in a total negative effect on i.arent involvement. 11 pdL-

ents were encouraged to participate in school activities,

and saw some positive results from these efforts, parJat's

negative school attitudes would diminish and parent involve-

ment nay increase.

It seems clear that the extent to which a parent becomes

involved with the center or with tne Head Start program is a

very complex expression of the value system which parents

bring to the parenting task. The factors which inhibit par-

ents from contact with the program appear to De aeeply

rooted in the sense of self and the sense of value in tne

schooling process. These are factors which are not amenable

to simple ma);.pulation and may be influenced only tnrougn d

long term process of increasing %-onfidence in head Start ds

a means of improvement in the future life conditions of

their children. Parents whO now spend time in the involve



sent process do appear to have this confidence in the tuture

and in Head Start's role in improving the future.

This picture of the factors associated with involvement

suggests that there is no simple formula or technique which

can impact on the rate of parental involvement. As Heaa

Start increases its image generally, as it continues to

announce its presence as a successful means of personal

improvement, as it offers tore and sore evidence of its suc-

cess and support in the community, it will gain the xi:A of

role-image necessary to be an effective magnet for the non-

involved parent. Involvement shoula not be seen therefore

as a means of improving the program. It is, rather, ana

expresiion of the success of the program if success can DE.

defined as an increase in the belief that childrens' futures

c4n, in the eyes of parents, be improved through the Head

Start experiences.



TABLE Q11.1

How Often Does Parent Help at Head Start Center

Absolute

Adjusted

Frequency

Cummulative
Frequency

Category Label fELT2fla (KT). (PCT)

Did not help 259 33.3 33.3

Less than 4 times year 67 8.3 41.6

4 times year 80 9.9 51.5

Once a month 100 12.4 63.9

Twice a month 130 16.1 80.0

Once a week 161 20.0 100.0

TOT" 807 100.0

MISSINC:. CASES = 227

TABLE 011.2

Parent Involvment With Other Head Start Parents

Category Label

Absolute
Frequency

Adjusted
F-equency

(PCT)

Cummulative
Frequency

Did not meet

4 time year or less

Once 1 or 2 months

Twice a month

Once a week

50

86

357

246

33

6.5

11.1

46.2

31.9

4.3

____(PCT)

6.5

17.6

63.9

95.7

100.0

TOTAL 772

MISSING CASES - 262

100.0
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TABLE 011.3

How Many Times Did Parent Talk With Teacher

Category Label

Absolute
Frequency

Adjusted
Frequency

(PCT)

Cummulative
Frequency

(PCT)

Did not talk 143 17.4 17.4

1 time 210 25.5 42.9

2 times 185 22.5 65.4

3 times 103 12.5 77.9

4 times 75 9.1 87.0

5 or more times 107 13.0 100.0

TOTAL 823 100.0

MISSING CASES - 211

1ABLE Q11.4

How Often Coes Kid Ask Parent For Help

Absolute

Adjusted
Frequency

Cummulative
Frequency

Catecory Label Frequency (PCT)

Cnce a month 107

____PCT)

13.9 13.9

2 or 3 per month 34 4.4 18.4

Once a week 115 1S.0 33.3

Several times a week 180 23.4 56.8

Every day 332 43.2 100.0

TOTAL 768 100.0

MISSING CASES - 266

2 ]
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9uestion 12: Length of Enrollment as a Factor in Child Out-

comes

The analysis of effects of activity varianles describing

Head Start center programs has been reported in Question 1.

In this section, the role of length of enrollment in pres-

chool and the length of enrollment in Head Starts with par-

ticular activity emphases is reported.

Does the pattern of time in preschool vary across I

Yes. in the Sou.heast, where there are no public minder-

gartens, half of the Head Start children were enrolled for

more than a calendar year (i.e., two full school year

terms), and half were enrolled for just one full term. in

the Northeast and in the West, Head Start children were con

centrated to a greater extent in. the one tuli term zategory

(70%) , and children in the Southwest were concentrated even

more (80%) in the one full term category.

I regions?

The pattern of enrollment time for non-Head Start pres-

choolers is considerably different from the Head Start pat

tern. These children are much mor. variable in their

enrollment lengths; higher proportions of them attenaeu

preschool two full terms, and higher proportions of them

attended preschool for less than a full term than their hCaU

Start counterparts. Proportionally fewer of these Child reli

attended preschool for the typical Head Start enrollment

time, just one full term.

IDoes the length of enrollment in Head Start contr_aute I

to the performance of children in academic or aftec- 1

I tive measures?



To some extent. The few Head Start children in the

Southwest and West who were enrolled for two fuli terms

scored higher on a reading and on a mat's subtest than their

counterpart Head Starters who enrolled for either one tull

term or less than a full term.

IDoes the length of enrollment in Head Start programs

with particular activity emphases contribute to the

performance of children on academic or affective mea-

sures?

There is no support for the notion that longer enroll-

ments in centers described by their directors as having par-

ticular activity emphases is associated with any Ligher

scores on any of the outcome measures.

Technical Discussion

Length of enrollment is measured by parental reports of

the number of months the child attended a preschool program

before entering public school. The distribution of months

in preschool by type of preschool attended within each

region is presented in Table Q12.1. It is clear tnat Head

Start children typically attended preschool for 7-13 months

in each region except the Southeast. Tnere are a signifi-

cantly large number of children who also attended over

months. This most likely reflects the tact that there are

no public kindergartens in this region and that Head Start

children had an opportunity to attend preschool during tteir

fourth as well as their fifth year. Children who attended

Head Start plus some other preschool (probably before enter-

ing Head Start) typically attended for a greater total num-

ber of months than children who attenaeu just Head Start.

This varies by region so once again it is important that the

procedure of blocking by region be continued here.
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The effects of months in preschool are summarized in

Tables Q12.2 to Q12.5 and the effects, within Head Start of

the interaction of length of enrollment and each activity

emphasis is presented in Tables Q12.6 to Q12.17. In adai-

tion, Table Q12.18 presents the adjusted mean outcome scores

for the Head Start children in the West and Southwest within

each category of length of enrollment for the outcomes which

showed the effect of enrollment. Note that the effects are

generated through the same regression proceaures used

throughout, and that the adjusted means reported are from

the residuals of outcome variance after the adjusting varia-

bles have been removed.

Conclusions

The scattered findings with respect to the eftects of

length of enrollment pose a problem of interpretation.

There are enough effects in the Southwest and West to sug-

gest that length of enrollment has some kind of Impact on

the process of learning. However, since the specific areas

of eftects vary across the twu regions, the process by which

a longer time in the program can enhance the acquisition of

particular skills cannot easily be identified. It is diffi-

cult to guess why an increase in enrollment time >ields aa

improvement in, for example, written math in the west ana

oral math in the Southwest. Although the processes unaeriy-

ing these two matn tasxs may appear similar, the scales wefe

developed so that they are uncorrelated with each other. II

the enrollment influenced a math process of some sort, it

should be consistent in the subscale in which Its effects

become manifest.

It is also possible to consiaer that the length of

enrollment is Important only if it' allows a potentiall

effective curriculum to become operative. This is examined

through the interactions between time of enrollment aLa

activity factor and here no eviaence is present to suggest

such a notion. There are no interations between enrollment
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time and activity which are significant for the subtexts

under question. Indeed, there are no real significances at

all for these interactions. It is necessary to conclude

that based on the present data set, an increase in the

amount of time spent in any one of the activity empnases

does not contribute to any discernible academic conse-

quences. Under normal circumstances, the rejection of an

hypothesis about an interaction requires that the main

effects be considered as non-significant. However, in this

case, to ignore the findings that in some instances length

of enrollment does have an effect would be to commit an

undesirable error, in this kind of study. The error is to be

hasty in rejecting a potentially valuable hypothesis.

There would be a benefit to holding on to the hypotnesis

of an effect of increased enrollment since the policy conse-

gueApes of the verification of such an hypothesis coula

very important. it is necessary, however, to indicate wnat

must be done if we cha%ge our standards for hypothesis

rejection in the present case. It wovaa be very important

to take as the next task an attempt to determine the actual

events associated with increased time of enrollment in the

cases in which it is and in the cases in which it is not

effective in producing increased performance. Simply to

continue to assert that increased enrollment time may in

some places and in some academic aomains produce increaseo

performance does not allow anyone to act on that assertion.

It is necessary that conditions under which enrollments

become effective be discerned and that can only occur

through an in -depth examination of local conditions (class-

room and child level analysis). There is enough :ustifica-

tion in the present data to indicate that the most Important

finding of this section is that such an in-depth study

should be done and would yield educationally valuable

results.

There is at least two other reasons why an in-depth exa-

mination of the time in enrollment is desirable. The first

2cj
- 267 -



is associated with a point made several times elsewhere in

this report. That is, the method of measuring the programs

in Head Start, as used in this study, leaves much to Lie

desired. Recall that the measure is based 011 center direc-

tors* judgments about the relative importance and level of

usage of a variety of activities in their centers. Tnere

has been no verification of those judgments, and tnere is no

way to sor.. out the many extraneous sources of judgments

wuich might contribdte to the directors reports anout their

centers. In addition, there is no way of aeteLmining the

extent to which the activities which the directors judged as

important in their centers, were in fact delivered to any or

the children from their centers who found their way onto the

present data base. Recall that many centers were repre-

sented on this base by as few as 10% of the children in a

Center and those children were not selected according to any

sampling frame. It is therefore entirely possitle that the

full Odrect potential of any academic program, or the indi-

rect academic potential of social and expressive activities,

cannot be revealed in this data base because of a lack of

valid measurement. It is equally possible that the accumu-

lation of effects, whether they be of academic skilAs, or d

sense of social ana personal strength, does take Lore tnan G

single year to have an impact on academic perforance in

public schools. The length of enrollment should have a ieo-

surable effect on predicting such performance anu since

there is a small amount of evidence that tnis might be true,

there is every reason to insist on a valid measure of pro-

gram to be included in a test of the enrollment hypothesis

before it is rejected.

It is also important to note that since there appears to

be a consistent effect .f Head Start on the Assertiveness

measure, and since there is substantial theoretical. justifi-

cation to expect that Assertiveness should have some icny

term effects on some aspects of academic performance, it

seems quite unjustified to hastily rejecz. any notions anout

time of enrollment.

2 Q.
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A second reason why this factor should be examined in

depth before any conculsions are drawn has to ao with the

fully indirect sources of academic development which Head

Start attempts to stimulate. Here we refer to the parent

programs which are designed to achieve among other goals,

changes in those parental skills and home behaviors which

are expected to create improved learning conditions to': tne

children. It is difficult to imagine that the processes

unleashed by changes in the style of parenting, and in that

style which might be uniquely effective on the chilarens'

academic performance, do not take their effects slowly and

over a relatively long period of time. We know very little

of this process, of course, and it is not at all clear that

critical developmental stages in the growth of parental con-

fidence in the alternative parenting styles and their abil-

ity to engage in them effectively is not required before any

impact of parenting programs can be discerned. Thus, c

don't know how long to administer the programs before loox-

ing for effects, but the longer the better is not unreasona-

ble. he conclude therefore, that the areas of time of

enrollment is much too subtle an issue to deal with in terms

of the gross measures available in large studies such as tne

present one. And it is too central a number of critical

policy questions to draw conclusions about too yuicxly.

Considerably more needs to be done in this area beiore tnese

.policy questions can be resolved.
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TYPE OF PRESCHOOL

Other Preschool

Head Start only

Head Start and
Other

27 197

2')

TABLE 012.1

Distribution of Months in Preschool

by Type of Preschool and Area

NORTHEAST

over
13 mo.

__.

Total

SOUTHEAS1

7 to

13 mo. Total

SOU1HWEST WEST

ALL

REGIONS

1 to

6 mo.

7 to

13 mo.;

1 to

6 mo.

over
13 mo.

1 to

6 mo.

6

6

7 to

13 mo.

over
13 mo. Total

1 to

6 mo.

7 to

13 mo.

over
13 mo. Total

1 to

6 mo.

7 to

13 mo.

over
13 mo. Total

13 31 17 61 8 17
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45

21?

13

95
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___
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TABLE Q12.2

Summary of Regression Analyses
Months in Preschool Effect

Northeast Region

Variable N R
A

R
Total

P Sign

significance of b'a

MAED PERCAP nomRsTm2 RACE MUMS
IN PRE

Spell & Read Words 154 .040 .040 .00

Name Letters 154 .090 .090 .02 .1-

Copy Marks 154 .116 .118 .40 .. 1-

Letter Recognition 154 .114 .114 .07
..-1

Written Haiti 154 .003 :003 .11

Oral Math I (Easy) 154 .144 .144 .01
..1-

Ural Math II. OM( 1 fruit) 154 023 .026 .42

Counting Dols 154 .013 .019 .97

All Americau 130 .111 .112 .11
.1 .1

*

Assertive 130 .030 .062 4.14

* implies p .05

**implies p .01

I /- indicates direction of b



TABLE Q12.3

Summary of Regression Analyses
Months in Preschool Effect

Southeast Region

Variable N RAA

2

Total
F Sign

Significance of b's

MARI) PERCAP ROMESTH2 RACE
MONTHS

IN PRE

Spell & Read Worda 176 .043 .043 .01

Name Letters 176 .065 .068 .65 *kt

Copy Harks 176 .027 .028 .06

Letter Recognition 176 .079 .079 .124
ak4

* *-

Written Math 176 .019 .058 6.98 k* * *-

Oral Math 1 (Easy) 176 .069 .010 .15 ,

Oral Math ll (hlifittilt) 176 .063 .064 .19
..`

Counting hots 176 .002 .021 3.70 .

All American 129 .139 .180 6.22
.- .4

Assertive
129 .030 .052 2 81

* implies p .05

"Implies p .01

4/-indicates direction of b

a



TABLE Q12.4

Suninary of Regression Analyses
Months in Preschool Effect

Southwest Region

Variable N R
A

.2

'Total
F Sign

Signi(icance Of 14'n

HAED PERCAP NOHES1H2 BLACK MITE
MONTHS

PREIN

Spell b Read Wordy 85 .079 .089 .87

Name letteto 85 .278 .305 2.94
,4 * **

Copy Harks 85 .356 .357 .63
* **-

Let ter Recognit tun 85 .051 .052 .12

Written Math 85 .055 .067 1.00

or: J Math 1 (Easy) 85 .255 .283 3.09
A*

prat Hach tt (Difficult) 85 .161 .162 .06
** *-

Counting pots 85 .084 .087 .25

All American 73 .239 .241 .17
*-

Assertive 73 .141 .229 7.51 k* 10 0 **-

* implies p .05

"implies p .01 -

4/-indicates direction of b



TABLE O12.5

Sunnary of Regression Analyses
Months In Preschool Effect

West Region

Variable N
2

R
A

2

RTotal
F Sign

Signi(icance of b's

HAM) PERCAP MOMESTM2 RACE
MONTHS
IN PRE

Spell F. Read Words 89 .031 .120 8.44 ** **4

Name Letters 89 .052 .055 .28

Copy Marks 89 .237 .240 .32
4,-*

Letter Recognition 89 .033 .046 1.12

Written Math 89 .005 .052 4.09 *
*4

Oral Math I (Easy) 89 .061 .072 95

Oral Math il (Difficult) 89 .216 .216 .04
.*

Counting 1!.,ts 89 .064 .090 2.32

All Ametican 67 .169 .173 .28

Assertive 67 .059 .070 .79

* implies p .05

**implies p .01

1/-indicates direction of b



TABLE Q12.6

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of lime in Preschool

Academic Knowledge and Skil
Northeast Region

Variable N
2
R
A

R2
Total

F Sign.

S ynificance of b's

MAED PERCAP HOMESTM2 LACE

TIME IN

'RESCHOOL

CENTER
ACTIVITY

PicE4-

ACTION

Spell & Read Words 97 .070 .073 .30

Name Letters 97 .147 .151 .41

Copy Marks 97 .061 0E2 .08

Letter Recognition 97 .174 .174 .00
**4

Written mach 97 .024 .037 1.12

Oral Math (Easy) 97 .141 .154 1.35
AO

Oral Math II (Difficult) 97 .048 gap .68

Counting Outs 97 .034 .044 .93

All Americ.ut 76 .139 .145 46

Assertive 76 .072 119 3.64
.-

" implies p .05

"implies p .01

f/-indicates direction of b
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TABLE Q12.7

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Academic Knowledge and Skills
Southeast Region

Variable N
2

R
A

2

Total
F Sign.

Significance of b's

MAED PERCAP NOMESTM2 RACE

TIME IN
'RESC11001,

CENTER
ACTIVITY

INiER-

ACTION

Spell 1. Read Words 92 .138 .139 .05

Name Letters 92 .172 .217 4.83 * or+ kf 44... *I

Copy Harks 92 .076 .08 .29

Letter Recognition 92 .012 .040 2.47

Written Math 92 .124 .125 .12

Oral Math (Easy) 92 .024 .049 2.24

Oral flat it II (Difficult) 92 .067 .076 .81

Counting Dots 92 .655 .099 4.13 A
* A.

Alt Awrican 73 .200 .213 1.08
*- **4-

Asqertiw. t 73 .192 .203 .92
,- li-

* implies p .05

**implies p .01

1/-indicates direction of b

2"......, (.1

60
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TABLE Q12.0

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Academic Knowledgeiand Skills
Southwest Region

n

.

Variable N R
A

R2
Total

F Sign,

Significance of b's

MAE D FERCAP MOMESTH2 RACE

TIME IN
VRES01001,

CF.NIF.R

ACTIVITY

INTER-

ACTION

Spell & Read Words 23 .482 .924 87.74 0,0, k k.-
ilk- kill *ft **-

Name I.etters 23 .477 .554 2.58

Copy Marks 23 .314 .320 .13

Letter Rerognition 23 .842 .866 2.74
at

Written Math 23 .716 .725 .47
a*-

Oral Math (Easy) 23 .481 .613 5.13 *
0 af *- *- al

Oral Math 11 (Difftenit) 23 .295 .382 2.10

Counting Dots 23 .277 .374 2.31

All American 19 .433 .435 .02
a4

Assertive
19 .048 .094 .60

k implies p .05

"implies p .01

lq-indicates directiLn of b



, TABLE 012.9

S6TakX of, Regression Analyses
Int2raction Of Time in.Preschool and

Acailemile'Knowledge

West Region

.-N

/

Variable

.

.

N R
2

A

2

Total
r Sign.

Significa4ce of,b:s

MACD,

.

PERCAP HUHESTH2

...,

RACE

TIM. IN

PRESU1001.

CENTER
ArtiViTY

IN1ER-

ACTION

.

Spell 1. Read Wurdn 50 .205 .209 .24
---4-

+

Name l.ettera 50 .083 .089 . _29

Copy mom 50 .059 .060 .02

Letter Recognition 50 .075 .0/8 Al

Written Had) 50 .335 .339 .24
*Af

Oral Bath (Easy) 50 .106 .148 2.08
*4

Otal Hat) It (Difficult) 50 .207 .212 .26
At

Counting Dots

All American

50

38

.064

.298

.104

.301

l'.89

.12
of

Assertive 38 .230 .243 .52

.
I

implies p '.05

"implies p 01 -.;
4/-indicates direction of b

2" )
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TABLE 012.10

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Social Knowledge and Skills
Northeast Region

Variable H
2

R
A

2

Total
F Sign.

Significance of b's

HARD PERCAP HOMESTM2 RACE

TIME IN

'RESIMOOL

CENTER
ACTIVITY

INTER-

ACTION

Spelt 6 Read Words 97 .101 .103 .22

Name Letters 97 183 .210 3.01

Copy Marks 97 .060 .068 .68

Letter Recognition 97 .150 .167 1.85
*t *-1

Written Math 97 .020 .024 .42

Oral Math (Easy) 97 .149 .154 .47
it

Oral Math It (Difficult) 97 .042 .135 9.57 *k
*0 **-

Counting Dots 97 .055 .067 1.12

All American
76 .126 .132 .44

*t

Assertive
76 .070 .120 3.84

*-

* implies p .05

**implies p .01

+/- indicates direction of b

3"



0 S UP 0

TABLE 012.11

Sunnory of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Social Knowledge and Skills

Southeast Region

Variable N R
2

A

2

Total
F Sign.

Significance of b's

MAED I'ERCAP HOHEXIM2 RACE

TIME IN
'RESUIOOI.

CENTER
ACTIVITY

IN1ER-

ACTION

Spell & Read Words 92 .13b .141 .48

Name Letters 92 .171 .172 .10
41'

Copy Harks 92 .083 .093 .92

Letter Recognition 92 .067 068 .14

Written Math 92 .131 .132 .13

°Jai Math (Easy) 92 .032 .073 3.70
.'t

Oral Math II (Difficult) 92 .061 .071 .84

Counting Dots 92 .053 .064 1.04

All American 73 .262 .287 2.26
,,,,,,t

Assertive 73 .193 .221 2.a2
,- .- *.-

* implies p .05

implies P .01

'/- indicates direction of b

3 '.,) ..i
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TABLE Q12.12

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Social Knowledge and Skills
Southwest Region

Varia6le N
2

R
A

2

Total
F Sign.

Significance of b's

HAED PERCAP OHESTM2 RACE

TIME IN
'RESCIIOOL

CENTER
ACTIVITY

INTER-
ACTION

Spell & Read Words 23 .644 .864 24.94 ** **/ *-
**- **I

Name Letters 23 .454 .517 1.97
*I

Copy Marks 23 .249 .310 1.31

Letter Recognition 23 .317 .427 1.30

Written Math 23 .530 .555 .82 *-

Oral Math (Easy) 23 .481 .704 11.30 ** **1 **1 **1 * *-

Oral Math II (Difficult) 23 .243 .255 .233

Counting Dots 23 .456 .485 .85

All American 19 .433 .446 .27

Assertive 19 .048 .064 .20

* implies p .05

"implies n .01

O/- indicates direction of b
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To'BTE Q12.13

Sunuery of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Social Knowledge and Skills
West Region

-.%**"---....------

Variable N
A

R2
Total

F Sign.

Significance of b's

MUD PERCAP HOMESTM2 RACE

TIME IN
'RES(11001.

CENTER
ACTIVITY!

INTER -

ACTION

Spell 6 Read Words 50 .224 .320 5.93 * *- **4 **
*-

Name Letters 50 .113 .122 .42

C4y Marks 50 .092 .097 .21

Letter Recognition 50 .060 .069 .42

Written Math 50 .332 .336 .22 * **

Oral Math (Easy) 50 .094 .120 1.26

Oral Math il (Difficult)
50 .199 .203 .22

Counting Dots
50 .054 .066 .53

All American
38 .270 .313 1.87

**f

Assertive
38 .274 .276 .05

t /

t
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TABLE Q12.14

Sumnary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Dramatic/Expressive Play
Northeast Region

Variable N R
A

2

Total
7 Sign.

Significance of b's

HARD PERCAP HOMESTM2 RACE

TIME IN

'RESCI1001.

CENTER
ACTIVITY

INTER -

ACTION

Spell I. Rend Nord 97 .075 .075 .01

Name letters 97 .148 .149 .12

Copy Marks 97 .061 .062 .06

Letter Recognition 97 .147 .151 .46
RA'

Written Math 97 .192 .021 .17

Oral Math (Easy) 97 .140 .140 .02
*4

Oral Math 11 (Difficult) 97 .042 .048 .58

li tang Dols 97 .033 .034 .02

All American
76 .121 .124 .20

Assertive
76 .067 .151 6.68 k Af k-

* implies p .05

**implies p .01

4/-indicates direction of b

3'i )



TA8LE 012.15

Summary of Regtession Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Dramatic/Expressive Play
Southeast Region

Variable N
2

R
A

R2
Total

F Sign.

Significance of b's

HAED tRCAP HOOESTN2 RACE

TINE IN

'RESUIDOL

CENTER
ACTIVITY

'NUR-
ACTION

Spell & Read Words 92 ,216 .127 .04
*+

Name Letters 92 .180 .180 .06
**

Copy Harks 92 .101 .104 .28
1,1

Letter Recognition 92 .007 .025 1.56

Written Oath 92 .117 .123 .58

Ornl Math (P.aqy) 92 .056 .058 .18

Oral Math II (Difficult) 92 .084 .098 .34
*t

Counting Data 92 .038 .087 4.51 A
*4 *-

All American 73 .221 .244 1.93
,- **t

Assertive 73 .237 .2399 .48
* *-

* implies p .05

**implies p .01

4/-indicates direction of b
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TABLE 012.1;

Sunnery of Regression Results
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Dramatic/Expressiv2 Play
Southwest Region

Variable N
2

R
A

2

Total
F Sign.

Significance of b's

HAEO PERCAP IR)HESTH2 RACE

TIM IN
'RESORXH.

CFNTRR INIER-

AClION

Spell 1. Rend Words 23 .780 .924 28.75 ** *- *- **4 * *f **4

thigte Letters 23 .373 .378 .12

Copy Marks 23 .276 .291 .43

.

Letter Recognition 23 .273 .466 5,43 *

a" **

Written Math 23 .530 .546 .53
* *4

Oral Math (Easy) 23 .482 .600 4.43
.

.4 * *
. *

Oral Math II (Difficult) 23 .309 .328 .42

Counting Dots 23 .340 .356 .37

All American 19 .461 .463 .04

Asnertive
19 .059 .104 ,55

* implies p .65

**implies p .01

t/- indicates direction of b
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TABLE Q12.17 r--

Summary of Regression Analyses
Interaction of Time in Preschool and

Dramatic/Expressive Play
West Region

VariableVariable N
2 2

Total

.

F Sign.

Significance of b's

NAED PERCAP 11ONESTM2 RACE

TIME IN
'RESCHOOL

CENTER
ACTIVITY

INTER -

ACTION

Spell 6 Read Words 50 .207 .373 11.14 ** *** *** **-

Ag00 \

Name Letters 50 .085 .126 1.98

Copy Marks 50 .080 .082 .11

Letter Recognition 50 .054 .054 .00

Written Math , 50 .332 .341 .58 *
**I

,...--

Oral Math (Easy) 50 .091 .092 .02

Oral Math It (Difficult) 50 .200 .257 3.24

Counting Dols 50 .053 .182 6.60 *
*- *4

fr

All American
38 .340 .357 .80 *f

c

Assertive
A 38 .224 .229 .19

//

...

* p .05

**implies p .01

j/-indicates direction of

f)
t...) L)



TABLE Q12.18

Adjusted
1
Mean Outcome Scores for

Head Start Children in the
West and Southwest Regions

REGION OUTCOME

MONTHS IN PRESCHOOL

Less Than 7 7 To 13 Greater Than 13

Southwest Name Letters -.41 -.45 .14

Oral Math (Easy) -.16 -.35 .17

West Spell and Read Words -.35 -.25 .38

Written Math -.18 -.37 .26

41.

'Adjusted for Mother's Education, Per Capita income,
Home Stimulation, and Ethnicity.
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Chapter 5

CONCLUSIONS

There are several points about the findings which warrent

comment. Most of them have been stated in the relevant sec-

tions and will not be repeated here. However of the overall

and generic issues which are present in the findings, the

following sees most important to mention in a conclusions

section.

A. Academic and Emotional Development of Head Start Chil-

dren.

The evidence that Head Start children have accumulateu

some knowledge and skills during their year before entering

public school and that they perform better on a stahoaru

achievement test in the middle of their first year in public

because of their Head Start experience is spotty, weak, ano

only suggestive of a true "Head Start effect." Academic

effects that might be attributable to Head Start are tounu

in one or two specific skill areas in any one region of the

country and they are not the same skill areas in each

region. Further, there is no consistent relationship bet-

ween specific skill areas in which the effects are found aho

the kind of activities which center directors report are

emphased in the centers from which the particular chiloreh

graduated. There are a few instances in which Head start

children appear to have been penalized in their academic

performance because of their attendance in Head Start (i.e.,

there are some negative effects associated with Heda Start).

These effects, too, are not consistent across regions or

activities in the center, and along with the positive find-

ings, are difficult to interpret.

The interpretation we offer here is the simplest rather

than the most complex in terms of the causes of these find-

ings, but it is suggestive of a most complex neeo for

further research. This simple explanation is that in some

313
- 288 -



places, Head Start children were instructed rather heavily

in the knowledge and skills they would require in public

schools and that some of this instruction-based knowledge

persisted to the time of testing. This interpretation is

based on the fact that the most obvious academic advantages

were found in the Black children of the Southeast who were

almost all at kindergarten age and probably received a kin-

dergarten curriculum before entering public schools in the

first grade. Their center directors reported that they

emphasized academic activities, but center directors who

also reportea the same emphases on their pre-kindergarten

children in other regions of the country did not produce

children who showed positive academic effects in their first

public school testing. It is likely that the content of the

"academic activities" emphasized in the Southeast was quite

different than the content of the academic activities else:-

where, but there is no evidence on this point.

It is true that children who receive a kindergarten

experience do better, at least for the first year, than com-

parable children who do not receive a kindergarten experi-

ence. Wnere kindergartens do not exist, Head Start may De

doing an extremely valuable service. However, the rationale

for Head Start lies within its status as a pre-kindergarten,

nursery/developmental program. -Here, the read), simply

interpretation for the few disparate academic effects is not

as available. Just as with the Black children in the Soutn-

east, the pre-kintergarten effects are, in part, associated

with conditions in the home which stimulate academic devel-

opment. In some instances, these hone conditions are asso-

ciated with Head Start, although Head Start does not seem to

be strongly influencing home stimulating conditions by way

of the parent involvement programs as these programs were

measured in the present study. In some cases, Head Start

was responsible for the Improvement in the homes, and in d

subset of these instances, the conditions in the home witty

respect to academic development contributed to academic per-

formance. The evidence for this sequence of causes is weak,

but observable enough to suggest that this sequence can
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occur. This factor, along ro.th as yet unknown other factors

in the Head Start experience, may be the source of scattered

effects which can be attributed to Head Start.

If these interpretations are useful, then it is clear

that such less is known about the process of successful pro-

graming than what is needed to be known in order to improve

the situation and realize the potential of Head Start. Whal

is required now is an intensive examination_ of the range of

Head Start experiences and the unique ways by which differ-

ent children repond to them. it is no longer necessary to

struggle to demonstrate that a few academic effects are

associated with some children in some places. It is now

necessary to find out how different kinds of children anu

families develop differently under different conditions of

preschool experiences. This is the knowledge required to

effectively guide public policy in early childhood educa-

tion. Head Start, as the vehicle for the delivery of d

great many critical social and health services to children

and families, can also become a vehicle for educational

growth when it learns more about how it might do this than

it now Knows.

The findings with respect to the emotional development or

Head Start children are somewhat different than those for

academic development, although the need for more unuerstanu-

ing of these findings is quite as important. Generally,

Head Start children are judged by their public school teach-

ers as more assertive than non-Head Start children. 1nis

finding is found broadly across regions, and large enougn to

be of significant interest to program planners. it is also

of interest that this property of Head Start children is

considerably higher among those who attended cehters aes-

cribed by their directors as emphasizing dramatic/expressive

play activities than among children who attended centers

that did not emphasize these kinds of activities. This is

true in the Southeast where the children are predomlnantiy

Black and there are fewer centers with high scores on tne

-290 -
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expressive/dramatic play scale; in the Northeast where the

children are predominantly White and there are many centers

with high scores on the expressive/dramatic play scale; alICI

in the West were there were equal numbers of Black and White

%;hildren and a wide range of scores on the expres-

sive /dramatic scale. The assertiveness scale is therefore

related to this curriculum to a considerably greater extent

than to any other variable in the present study.

There is at least a psychologic to assertive behavior us

the outcome of a curriculum emphasizing expressive / dramatic

play. This kind of espha:,:is is part of the traditional nur-

sery school programming, and a sense of self confidence

along with a willingness to express that confidence in self

assertive styles has been a goal of the traditional pro-

grams. However, if the development of assertive behavior is

truely a consequence of particular Kinds of Heart Start pro-

grams, it is not clear why programs with emphases on social.

development do not show the same effects. It is also not

clear why programs emphasizirg academic activities in which

also provide their children with some opportunities for GIa-

matic/expressive play (thereby combining a sense of academic

achievement with a sense of intrapsychic competence) ao hOL

show these effects. There is, in other words, a good deal

of need to know more about the process by which head Start

children acquire this property of assertiveness which seems

to be so clear in t.ie eyes of their public scnool teacners.

If Head Start found that what has been measured 111 the

assertiveness scale is a truely desirable feature IL young

children, it is not at all clear bow teachers might De

trained to accomplish such a goal. It is also not clear wLy

there were no observable relationships between parental

attitudes or home conditions and the development of asser-

tive behavior. This is not what one would expect so tndt

this issue needs to be expiored in some detail as well.

Obviously the important next step about this very important

finding is to determine how the Head Start experience faci-

litates the development of assertiveness, and whether parent

programs can participate in this developmental process.
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B. The Ethnic and Economic Composition of the Head Start

Population.

It is clear that the ethnic distribution at Head Start is

not equal in the center level. Black children attend cen-

ters that are almost entirely Black, and White children

attend centers that are almost entirely White. Generally,

the distribution of ethnicity among staff follows the dis-

tribution of children ethnicity at the center level. Much

of this is not suprising since Head Start is organized at

the neighbornood level and neighborhoods in the U.S. are not

ethnically balanced. In one sense this is desirable since

local control of Head Starts is a central thrust of the head

Start mandate. However, such a situation precludes the

testing of the notion that mixing children of several ethnic

backgrounds is a powerful means of overcoming the psychoso-

cial barriers currently seperating Blacks and Whites.

Indeed the notion extends to the expectation that much of

the difficulties experienced by Black children in school,

and such of the wiiiingness of White children to accept a

lower social status for Black children, stems from just this

self perpetuating seperation of the ethnic groups. heau

Start presents an opportunity to at least examine the conse-

quences of ethnic mixing anc it is unfortunate that the

opportunity is not being realized.

There is further reason to suspect that mixing of the

groups may have desirable effects. Evidence as presentee in

Question 7 indicates that children wno attend .preschools

other than Head Start gain some academic advantage ()vet

children who do not attend any preschool program before

enrolling in public schools. These two groups of ChiluLen

(i.e., those who attend other preschools and those who uia

not attend any preschools) are generally from higher incone

families and, in this sample, generally from White families.

It is possible that the environment of the preschools to

which these children go account for their performance, u110

the mixing of Black and White children may very well eyu41-
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ize the accessibility to these environments. This is con-

jecture certainly, but one which might well bear examina-

tion. Once again, it seems unfortunate that the opportunity

to accomplish this study is not being utilized. I.* gould

certainly seem desirable to seek those instances of mikea

samples (which dia not spontaneously fall into tue present

sample) in order to carry out such a study.

C. Parent Involvement.

Much has been said about the excitement and enthusiasm

generated in and by parents as a result of their involvement

in centers. It is expected that this enthusiasm would, it

some way, spill over to the children. The sense of pride

achieved by parents as a result of various kinds 01 involve-

ment should produce the kind of sense of self worth runt

children need in order to deal effectively with the worla of

the school.

These are most realistic expectations, and there seems to

be a good deal of anecdotal evidence that such enthusiasm

along with the spillover to children does is tact occur in

many places. However, very little of th'.s is discernable in

the present data base. It is most likely that the reasort

for this lay in the manner of selecting a sample for the

present study. In effect, a few parents were selected iron:

a large number of centers. It it is assumed that only d new

parents in each center take the opportunity to yet involved

in the manner implied by the 'description of Involvement

above, then it is highly likely that a sample will be

selected in which very few of the appropriate patents will

be included. Obviously, the sampling unit for this kind ot

problem is the center. It is there where the dynamics which

produce involvement exist. It is there that the range at

involvement activities can be measured. If an involvement

study were to be carried out, centers should be sample, ana

the goals should be the measurement of the total parent

population of each center. Centers should be sampled to

maximize the variability of activity and curriculum varia-



bles so that the relationship between center polic.les anathe full range of parental behavior vis-a-vis the centercould be established.
Anything less than such an approachwill miss the full reasons for and consequences ot parent

involvement programs.

Once the center sampling procedure is established inorder to describe the total atmosphere ot parent participa-
tion, then it is also necessary to measure the curriculum as
administered to children. This is an observational task andmust be accomplished if a causal model involving parent par-
ticipation, curriculum, and home environment can be tested.If the curriculum of the center is to be considered instruc-
tional for the parents as well as the children then inten-sive analysis of the relationship

between center and homemust be mounted. The unit of analysis must be considered
carefully for each study since it will shift from center to
family depending upon the question asked and the treatment
considered. This, however, is reauirea if we are to come
seriously to grips with the central issues of Head Start.

D. Regional Effects.

There is a good deal of eviaence in this data base thatgross regional classification carries a large amount or
information- about the differences in educational and social
dynamics surrounding Head Start. Indeed a gXance at thecity size classification within regions indicates that seL2-
ous differences at this level also exist. These could not
be examined in this study because of the restricted samplesize but that a serious problem exists is apparent from the
marginals presented. It is appropriate at this time to con-
clude that this issue should become a central one for future
research. Local effects have been the bane of several
national stuaies of school effects, and Head Start should
now place the problem in the foreground of research priori-ties. There are two alternatives for approaching the prob-lem. One is to mount very large studies in which sufficient
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sample size in each local strata is achieved. This is very

expensive and raises issues of aggregation and cross site

comparisons. These are extremely difficult matters to deal

with and for that reason the second alternative seems more

desirable at the moment. This alternative involves a stra-

tegy of decentralized research. This means intensive stu-

dies in localized areas. In the long run, a series of stu-

dies in which the researchers and the data are very close to

the subjects, can yield much more understanding of the dit-

ferences in the processes across sites than a single large

study. The accumulation of a large body of coordinated

information could yield valid knowledge about many sites,

whereas the large national studies produce weak data that

cannot be aggregated over many sites at all. The conclusion

here is that the strategy fur research should shift to tne

local level with the goal of discerning the social and aca-

demic dynamic of the Head Start process.

3 ,.)
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